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CHAPTER VIII. 


THE FULNESS AND SUFFICIENCY OF THE DIVINE REVELA- 
TION CONVEYED TO US IN THE HOLY SCRIPTURES. 


In the preceding chapter we have endeavoured to prove 
that Holy Scripture is the sole divine Rule of faith and 
practice to the conscience of every individual. 

To this position various objections are offered by our 
opponents, many of which we have already considered. 
There remain, however, two others of still greater import- 
ance, to the consideration of which this and the following 
chapter shall be devoted. 

The first is the (alleged) zmperfection of Scripture ; the 
second the (alleged) obscurity of Scripture. 

The first of these I shall consider in this chapter. 

Our opponents assert on this head,1— 

That “ tradition” isa necessary part of the divine Rule of 
faith and practice, on account of the defectiveness of 
Scripture ; for that 

(1) Though it does not reveal to us any fundamental 
articles of faith or practice not noticed in Scripture, Holy 
Scripture containing, that is, giving hints or notices of, all 
the fundamental articles of faith and practice, it is yet a 
necessary part of the divine rule of faith and practice as 
the interpreter of Scripture, and as giving the full deve- 
lopment of many articles, some of which are fundamental, 
which are but imperfectly developed in Scripture ; and 

See vol. i. pp. 37, 38. 
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(2) That tradition is an important part of that rule, ! 
as conveying to us various important divinely-revealed 
doctrines and rules not contained in Scripture. 

Now it is evident that in these propositions it is as- 
sumed, as an undeniable truth, that patristical tradition is 
a divine informant; for otherwise it would be no sufficient 
foundation for our faith to rest upon, either in articles of 
faith not contained in Scripture, or in the development 
of truths “noticed” in Scripture. This, however, we 
have shown not to be the case. 

In reply, therefore, to these propositions, (as far as con- 
cerns doctrines) we might at once point the reader to the 
corollaries given in the last chapter, ? as affording at once 
the most brief and satisfactory refutation of them. 

Those corollaries were, 

(1) That the doctrines contained in Scripture have an 
authoritative claim upon our faith only as far as they are 
there revealed. 

Consequently whereinsoever patristical tradition goes 
beyond the clear declarations of Scripture in any doc- 
trinal point “ noticed” in Scripture, so far faith has no 
divine or certain testimony to rest upon. Whatever ex- 
planation or development not grounded upon. the testi- 
mony of Scripture is given of any doctrine by “ tradition,” 
all the authority it can have is that which belongs to 
“ tradition.” 

(2) That no doctrine has any authoritative claim upon 
our faith, that is not revealed in Scripture. 

The exclusive claim of Scripture to be the source of all 
doctrines, is necessarily established, as we have already 
observed in the last chapter, by a proof of its being our 
sole divine informant. And, in such a case, it is useless 
to attempt to argue that Scripture is an imperfect in- 
formant as to the doctrines of religion, that this or that 

* Our opponents would not, perhaps, use the phrase “rule of faith,” with 
reference to these points ; but they must excuse my using that phrase, as well 
as others, in the full and proper meaning. If “ tradition” is the Word of God, 


the religious doctrines which it delivers, are articles of faith. 
? See vol. i. p. 530. 
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doctrine is not fully set forth in it; and that such and 
such doctrines are not contained in it at all. For it 
would only follow that these additions had no title to be 
reckoned as any part of the Christian faith or religion. 
For, as Mr. Newman himself justly remarks,—“ There is 
no abstract measure of what is sufficient. Faith cannot 
believe more than it is told. It is saving if it believes 
that, be it little or great.”} 

When, therefore, our opponents say that certain funda- 
mental doctrines of the Christian faith are not to be found 
clearly and fully revealed in Scripture, but that we must 
rely upon tradition for certain parts, and a full develop- 
ment of them ; they are, in fact, sapping the very founda- 
tions of the Christian faith, by taking from underneath it 
the sure support of the written word, and making the 
rotten pillars of tradition usurp its place. And when we 
see how clearly these truths are laid down in Scripture, it is 
difficult to suppose that such an assertion can be made, but 
from the desire of making use of it on other occasions in 
defence of propositions, for which the testimony of tradi- 
tion alone, if even that, can be pleaded. But our opponents, 
with the Romanists, know well the influence and conve- 
nience of the argument, (when pressed with the objection 
that the testimonies of certain Fathers can never be taken 
as sufficient proof of some of their favourite doctrines,) that 
we have nothing better to depend upon for the full state- 
ment of some of the most fundamental points of faith ; and 
they allege the obscurity of Scripture, and the variety of 
interpretations given to it, and various other arguments, as 
proofs of the imperfection of its statements on these points. 
The consequence of which is, that some, alarmed at the 
idea of such doctrines being questioned, are, as it were, 
frightened into the admission of their double rule; and 
thus the truths of divine revelation, and the dreanis of the 
human imagination, are placed side by side as standing 
upon the same foundation, and entitled to the same 
respect. While others, who are indisposed to the recep- 

" Lect. p. 343, 
B2 
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tion of the truths of revelation, finding that they are 
made to depend upon the testimony of a few fallible men, 
instead of the declarations of the inspired Apostles, feel 
no hesitation in at once rejecting both. 

Such are the dangers to which the Christian faith itself 
is exposed, through the statements of our opponents. To 
prove the necessity of our receiving, as divine, that pa- 
tristical tradition on which the peculiarities of their sys- 
tem rely for support, they find fault with that which can 
alone be shown to be a revelation from God, and repre- 
sent it as imperfect and obscure, and such as cannot teach 
men the true faith. 

But, whatever may be its relative imperfection or ob- 
scurity, one thing is clear, and cannot be too frequently 
impressed upon the mind of the reader, that if it be our 
sole divine informant, it has the perfection and entireness 
for which we here contend—namely, as pointing out all 
we are required to believe; and, moreover, all those rites 
that we can know to be of divine institution. The proof, 
therefore, already given that it is our sole divine in- 
formant, is a complete proof of what we contend for in 
this chapter. 

There are, however, other auxiliary arguments to prove 
this, which we shall now pass on to notice. And in reply | 
to what our opponents assert on this subject, I shall now 
proceed to show, by these additional arguments,— 

First, That all the fundamental articles of the faith are 
fully set forth in Scripture. 

Secondly, That Scripture is the only authoritative source 
of all réligious truth, “tradition” having no authority 
over the conscience, either as the interpreter or supple- 
ment of Scripture ; and, moreover, of all those rites that 
are to be considered as of divine institution. 

First, then, we maintain that all the fundamental 
articles of the faith are fully set forth in Scripture. 

To guard against misrepresentation, however, let it be 
remembered, that-when we assert this, we mean that all 
those articles are in Scripture either in express terms, or 
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by necessary consequence. Thus, to recur to the example 
already given, the doctrine that the Holy Spirit is God, 
is fully set forth in Seripture ; because, though we do not 
meet with the proposition in terms, the doctrine flows by 
necessary consequence from what is contained there. It 
is obvious to the reason of an unprejudiced mind, from 
what is said in the Scriptures, that the Holy Spirit is 
God. And this is all that could reasonably be expected 
from such a revelation. It was not to be supposed that 
all the vagaries and distortions of truth that heretics 
might invent during the whole period of the Church’s 
course, should be met in direct terms by counter propo- 
sitions in the Scriptures. In fact, however many points 
might have been so met, those that were not thus met, 
would have been precisely the points to which here- 
tics would have had recourse. And if it was not to be 
expected that they should be thus met in the Scriptures, 
is it probable that they would be more explicitly met in 
the oral teaching of the Apostles?) Which may show us, 
that, even if we had the oral teaching of the Apostles, we 
might probably find in it nothing that would be more de- 
finitively and in terms condemnatory of the yarious here- 
sies that have existed in the Church, than what we meet 
with in Scripture. The revelation made to us in the 
Scriptures, be it remembered, is not to be confined to the 
particular words there made use of, but extends to the 
sense which those words convey to the mind. 

That all the fundamental articles of the faith, then, are, 
in the sense just mentioned, fully set forth in Scripture, 
may be shown by various arguments. Of these, however, 
some of the principal have been already noticed in the 
preceding chapter, as proofs that Scripture is the Rule of 
faith ; and, therefore, I shall here only briefly recapitulate 
them, and refer the reader to the former chapter, where I 
have endeavoured fully to establish them. 

The full exhibition, then, of the fundamentals of the 
faith in Scripture, appears 

First, from Scripture itself. 
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Secondly, from the nature of the Scriptures of the New 
Testament, as it respects the object for which they were 
written. 

Thirdly, from the committal of the gospel to writing 
at all, which is a strong argument in favour of the whole 
revealed faith, that is, in all important points at least, 
having been committed to writing. 

Fourthly, from the admission of our opponents, that in 
necessary points the title of the rule of faith cannot be 
denied to Scripture. 

Fifthly, from the admission of our opponents, that in 
all fundamental points Scripture is the document of proof, 
and that Scripture proof of all such doctrines is abso- 
lutely necessary. . 

All these arguments, which we have already entered 
into at length, necessarily go to prove that Scripture 
fully sets forth all the essentials of the faith, all that it is 
necessary to know in order to obtain salvation. 

Nor is it at all requisite, in order to establish this posi- 
tion, that we should be able to give an exact catalogue of 
the fundamental articles. All the arguments we have 
yet mentioned are perfectly general, and do not affect the 
question of the precise nature of the fundamental points, 
but show that whatever those points may be, they must 
be set forth in the Scriptures. The favourite objection 
of many Romanists, therefore, that we must settle pre- 
cisely which are the fundamentals of the faith, before 
we can prove that Scripture fully sets them forth, is alto- 
gether groundless. 

But as the argument which our opponents seem prin- 
cipally to rely on as a proof of this alleged imperfection 
of Scripture is, that we do in fact maintain certain points 
as fundamental articles of the faith which are not fully 
set forth in Scripture,’ I shall proceed to show, by a con- 
sideration of the instances they adduce, that we have also 
the @ posteriori argument in our favour. 

We maintain, then, further, in proof of our position, 

* See Keble’s Serm. pp. 32, 41, 141-3. Newman’s Lect, pp. 134, 269. 
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that no fundamental article of the faith can be mentioned 
which is not fully set forth either in express terms, or by 
necessary consequence, in Scripture. 

The doctrine which is most frequently and prominently 
objected to us here, both by our opponents?! and the Ro- 
manists, is, that of the consubstantiality of the Son with 
the Father. Not that they in terms deny that this doc- 
trine may be proved by Scripture, nay, on the contrary, 
they maintain (i.e. in their own meaning of the words) 
that it may be fully proved by Scripture; but they affirm 
(how consistently the reader will judge) that it is not fully 
delivered in Scripture! And the reason is this, that the 
passages of Scripture on the subject do not in themselves 
carry a sense to the mind of the reader; but if the reader 
will allow “ tradition” to tell him what they mean, then, 
taking them in that meaning, and no other, they will be 
proofs to him that the doctrine delivered by tradition is 
the one maintained in Scripture. I am constrained to 
say, that it is dificult to conceive how such self-deception 
can be admitted. . 

To reply to this example, by pointing out those pas- 
sages of Scripture by which this doctrine is manifested, 
would, I fear, be useless, because it is to be supposed that 
our opponents have already considered them, and are pre- 
pared to deny that they do fully set forth the doctrine in 
question. I will, therefore, meet them on their own 
ground, and show them that they are at issue in this 
matter with those whom they acknowledge as their great 
and (as a body) authoritative teachers, the Fathers. 

What account does Athanasius give us of the way in 
which this doctrine, when called in question, was made 
out by the Nicene Fathers? They “collected together 
out of the Scriptures these words, the brightness, the 
fountain, and the river, and. the image of the substance, 
and that expression, ‘ In thy light shall we see light,’ 
and that, ‘I and my Father are one;’ and then at last 
they wrote more plainly and compendiously, that the Son 


1 See Keble’s Serm, pp. 32, 41, 141—3. Newman’s Lect. pp. 134, 269, 
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was consubstantial with the Father, for all the foregoing 
expressions have this meaning.”' And again still more 
clearly ;—“-The bishops having observed their hypocrisy 
in this . . . . were compelled again to collect the sense 
of the matter from the Scriptures, and to repeat in plainer 
words what they had said before, and write that the Son 
was consubstantial with the Father.” * 

What says Dionysius of Alexandria on this point ? 
“ Although,” he says, “ I have not found this very word 
[i. e. consubstantial] in the Scriptures, yet collecting their 
meaning from the Scriptures themselves, I was conscious 
that the Son, being also the Word, could not be of a dif- 
ferent substance to the Father.” ? 

Hear, also, Epiphanius. 

“ But,” he says, “if the word [i.e. coxietisa tant 
were not in the Divine Scriptures, though it is, and plainly 
occurs in the Law and in the Apostles and Prophets... . 
yet nevertheless it would be lawful for us to use, for the 
interests of true religion, a convenient word,” &c.* And 
again, still more plainly ; “ The word substance does not 
occur in the letter in the Old and New Testament, but 
the sense is to be found everywhere.” ® 

So Ambrose refers entirely to the Scriptures for this 
doctrine, and says,—“ I would not, O sacred Emperor, 
that you should put your faith in my argument and dis- 
putation. Let us interrogate the Scriptures, let us inter- 
rogate the Apostles, let us interrogate the Prophets, let 
us interrogate Christ.’® And again,—“ When I consi- 
der, O august Emperor, how it is that the human race 
has so erred, that the majority, alas, follow different opi- 


' Athanas. Ad Afr. Episc. Epist. § 6. See the passage, c. 10, below. 

? See c. 10. below. 

2 Ei kat pn Tv Ack Tavtny evpoy ev Tals ypadais, aA’ €& auTwY TwY Vpa- 
pay Toy voy cuvayuyov, eyvywy bri vios wy Kut Aoyos ov Sevos ay EN THS oVELAS 


Tov Tatpos. Dionys. Alex. in Athan. Epist. De sent. Dionys. § 20. Op. ed. 
Ben. tom. i. p. 257. 

4 See c. 10. below. 

5 Ib. 

® De fid. lib, i. c. 6. See c. 10. below. 
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nions concerning the Son of God, the wonder to me is 


not by any means that human learning has erred concern- 
ing heavenly things, but that it has not been obedient to 
the Scriptures.” } 

And Augustine says,— Against the impiety of the 
Arian heretics the Fathers made a new word consubstan- 
tial; but they did not by this word express a new thing; 
for the name consubstantial is the same in meaning as, 
‘JT and my Father are one, namely, of one and the same 
substance.” 2 

It would be easy to add to these passages from other 
Fathers, but I suppose these will be considered suffi- 
cient.3 

And as it respects the divines of our own Church, the 
reader will see, in the extracts given hereafter from the 
works of Jewell, Jeremy Taylor, &c., that the same view 
is stoutly maintained by them against the opposite doc- 
trine of the Church of Rome.* 

Nay, let us hear Bellarmine himself on this point. 
When pressed in the controversy on tradition by that 
passage of Augustine, in which he tells the Arian Maxi- 
minus, that for an authoritative decision of the point in 
dispute, they must not go either to the Council of Nice 
or that of Ariminum, but at once to Scripture, he says, 
that the cause was twofold, First, that he might argue 
more expeditiously, and, secondly, “ because in the ques- 
tions then at issue, there were in Scripture the very clear- 
est testimonies, which beyond doubt are to be preferred to 
all the testimonies of Councils.” > 


1. De fid. lib.iv. c.1. See c. 10. below. 

2 Adversus impietatem quoque Arianorum hereticorum novum nomen pa- 
tris [patres] Homousion condiderunt ; sed non rem novam tali nomine signa- 
yerunt; hoc enim yocatur Homousion quod est, Ego et Pater unum sumus, 
unius videlicet ejusdemque substantie. Aug. In Joh. Ev. c. 16. Tract. 97. 
§ 4, Op. tom. iii. p. 2. col. 738; and see Contr. Maximin. lib. ii. c. 14. § 3. 
tom. viii. col. 704. 

3 For others, see the extracts from Cyril, Alex. &c. in c. 10. below. 

4 See chap. 11. below. 

5 Quia in illis queestionibus que tune erant exstabant in Scriptura clarissima 
testimonia, que sine dubio anteponenda sunt omnibus Conciliorum testimo- 
niis. Bell. De Verb. Dei, lib. iy. c. 11. 
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I hope, then, that I may conclude, not only from the 
language of Scripture itself, but upon the testimony of 
those to whom our opponents look as their guides in such 
matters, that we want nothing but Scripture for the 
doctrine of the consubstantiality of the Son with the 
Father. 

It is still more painful to have to add, that even the 
doctrine of the pre-existence of Christ against the Soci- 
nians, has been brought forward in this controversy as 
one upon which Scripture is not sufficiently explicit, and 
which therefore must be defended from tradition, Nay, 
we are told that if we were good logicians we should be 
Socinians.1 

On this point I shall only refer the reader to the ex- 
tract already given ina former page from Dr. Hawardine, 
which will show him that even some Romanists have op- 
posed such a notion, and maintained that this is a point 
in which Scripture is clear, and which “ may be decided 
by the Holy Scripture alone,” and have ridiculed the 
notion upon which Dr. Hook relies, that because men 
contest the matter, therefore it is not decided in Scrip- 
ture.” 

To what other points Mr. Keble may allude when he 
tells us that we are indebted to “tradition” for the full 
doctrine of the Trinity,’ I know not, but fear that upon 
the same grounds on which he has attributed to it our 
knowledge of the doctrine of the consubstantiality of the 
Son with the Father, he would join with the Romanists in 
tracing to it our knowledge of various other points, 
namely, the doctrine that the Father is unbegotten, that 
of the divinity of the Holy Spirit,4 and that also of his 


' See extracts from Dr. Hook, in vol. i. p. 635. 

2 See vol. 1. p. 609. 

3 Serm. pp. 382, 41. 

* Thus speaks the 85th of the Tracts for the Times ; “ A person who denies 
the Apostolical succession of the ministry, because it is not clearly taught in 
Scripture, ought, I conceive, if consistent, to deny the Godhead of the Holy 
Ghost, which is nowhere literally stated [he means “ if consistent” “ not 
clearly taught ’’] in Scripture.” (p. 4.) 


FULLY REVEALED IN SCRIPTURE. ll 


procession from the Father and the Son, our knowledge 
of all which is traced by the Romanists to tradition. Not 
that they would deny, any more than our opponents, that 
there are some notices of these doctrines in Scripture, and 
some testimonies which, when explained and developed 
by tradition, speak these doctrines. But they assert that 
they are not fully delivered in Scripture. 

As it respects the first of these, viz., that the Father is 
unbegotten, they defend themselves by a passage of Au- 
gustine, which we need only connect with the context, to 
show that Augustine was of a completely opposite 
opinion. He says, in a letter to Pascentius, that when the 
latter presented to him his creed with the word “ unbe- 
gotten” (ingenitum) in it applied to the Father, he asked 
him where this word was to be found in the Scriptures ; 
with the meaning, I fully admit, that though not in the 
Scriptures, it was to be received. But why did he do 
this? His own words tell us. “ But this,” he says, “I 
did, because, in the beginning of our discourse, when 
Arius and Eunomius were mentioned .. . you anathe- 
matized both Arius and Eunomius, and then immediately 
demanded that we also should anathematize the Homou- 
sion... You then vehemently demanded that we 
should show this word to you in the Scriptures, and you 
would immediately join in communion with us. We re- 
plied that, since we spoke in Latin, and that was a Greek 
word, it was first to be inquired what Homousion was; 
and then the demand to be made that it should be shown 
in the Sacred Books. You, on the contrary, often repeat- 
ing the word itself... . vehemently urged that we 
should show the very word which is, [or signifies] Hom- 
ousion, in the Sacred Books; we at the same time over 
and over again recalling to you that, inasmuch as our 
language was not Greek, it was first to be interpreted and 
explained what Homousion meant, and then it was to be 
inquired for in the Divine Writings ; because although, 
perchance, the word itself could not be found, yet the thing 
itself might be found. For what is more litigious, than when 
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the thing itself is clear, to contend about a name?! Inas- 
much, therefore, as this conversation had passed between us, 
after the matter proceeded to your writing your creed, 
as I have mentioned, although I saw nothing in the 
words contrary to my creed, and therefore I said that I 
was ready to subscribe ; I inquired, as I said, whether the 
Divine Scripture contained this word, that the Father 
was unbegotten. And when you replied that it was 
written, I immediately asked you to show me where. 
Then one who was present, a companion, as far as I un- 
derstand, of your faith, says to me, ‘ What! then, do you 
say that the Father is begotten?’ I replied, ‘I do not say 
so. Then he said, ‘ If, therefore, he is not begotten, he 
must be unbegotten.’ To whom I said, ‘ You see that it 
may happen that even respecting a word which is not in 
the Divine Scripture, a reason may be given, showing 
that it may be rightly used. So, therefore, as to Homousion, 
which we were required to show in the authority of the 
Divine books, although we may not find there the word 
itself, it may happen that we may find that to which this 
word may be judged to be rightly applied.’ ”? 

This passage, therefore, taken with its context, shows 
that Augustine was, in fact, contending both that this doe- 
trine and that of the consubstantiality were fully set forth 
in Scripture, although these two particular words, “con- 
substantial” and “ unbegotten,” were not there; and that 
the thing only, and not the name, was worth contending 
about. And further on he clearly attributes the errors of 
men respecting Christ, to their not studying the Scrip- 
tures.® 

1 Quia etsi fortasse nomen ipsum non inveniretur, res tamen ipsa inveni- 


retur. Quid est enim contentiosius, quam ubi de re constat certare de 
nomine ? 

® Aug. Epist. 238. Ad Pase. c. 1. Tom. 2. col. 854. 

° Homines autem minus intelligentes quid propter quid dicatur patentes 
volunt habere sententias ; et, Scripturis non diligenter scrutatis, cum arripiunt 
defensionem cujusque opinionis, et ab ea vel nunquam vel difficile deflec- 
tuntur, dum docti atque sapientes magis putari quam esse concupiscunt, ea 
que propter formam servi dicta sunt volunt transferre ad formam Dei, et 
rursus que dicta sunt ut ad se invicem persone referantur, yolunt nomina esse 
nature atque substantia, ¢. 2, col. 857. 
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And such passages as this clearly, though indirectly, 
show, what was Augustine’s sole rule of faith in such 
points; for had he held the views of our opponents, he 
would have argued on these points as they do. But this 
by the way, as we shall advert to this more fully hereafter. 

Further, as to the doctrine of the divinity of the Holy 
Spirit, what says Augustine, in the very letter to which 
we have just referred? “ Now, for a short space,” he says, 
“contemplate the passages of Scripture which compel us 
to confess one Lord God, whether we are interrogated re- 
specting the Father only, or the Son only, or the Holy 
Spirit only, or of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit to- 
gether.” ! 

Still more strongly speaks the great Athanasius, in his 
Epistle to Serapion, against those who denied the divi- 
nity of the Holy Spirit. “To all created beings,” he says, 
“ and especially to us men, it is impossible to speak wor- 
thily of things which are beyond our power of expression ; 
and it is still more audacious for those who cannot express 
them, to excogitate new words beyond those of the Scrip- 
tures.”* And, again, still more clearly ;—“Such an at- 
tempt, therefore, being full of madness, and worse, let not 
any one any longer ask such questions, but learn only 
what is in the Scriptures ; for the illustrations we have of 
this matter in them, are sufficient of themselves, and need no 
addition.”? To which I will only add the words of Bishop 
Pearson, (one of our opponents’ witnesses,) “ The Scrip- 
tures do clearly manifest the same Spirit to be God, and 


1 Jam nunc paululum intuere que Scripturarum eloquia nos cogant unum 
Dominum Deum confiteri, sive tantum de Patre, sive tantum de Filio, sive 
tantum de Spiritu Sancto, sive simul de Patre et Filio et Spiritu Sancto inter- 
rogemur, Aug. Ep. 238. Ad. Pasc. c. 3. Tom. 2. col. 858, 9. 

2 Kort pev yap mact Tos yevytois, wadtora de ju Tos avOpwrois, aduvaroy, 
ematiws elme mept TwY amoppynTwv. ToApnpoTepoy de mad pwn Svvapevols AeyeL, 
EmLVoeW emt TOUTWY KaLVoTEpas AckeLs Tupa Tas Tw ypadwy. Athanas. Ep. 1. Ad 
Serap. $17. Tom. 1. p. 2. p. 666. 

3 Tlepirtys Tovyapovy Kat TAEOY MAVLAS OVTNS TNS TOLAUTNS EMLXELPNTEWS, MNKETL 
TOLAVTG TIS EPWTATW, N MOVOY TA Ev TALS ypapals muvOaveTw. AvTapKn ‘yap Kat 
ikava Ta ev TavTMS KELEva, Tept ToVTOV Tapaderywata, Athanas. Ep. 1. Ad 
Serap. § 19. Op. tom. 1. p. 2. p. 667, 
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term him plainly and expressly so.” (On the Creed, 
Art. 8.) 

And, lastly, as it respects the doctrine of the procession 
of the Holy Spirit from the Son, as well as the Father, it 
is said by Augustine, after he has adduced various pas- 
sages of Scripture in which it is contained, “ And there 
are many other passages by which this is clearly shown, 
that the Holy Spirit is the Spirit both of the Father and 
the Son.”? Nay, we may quote several of the Romanists 
themselves in behalf of its being fully set forth in Serip- 
ture. “ Although,” saith Thomas Aquinas, “it may not 
be found in so many words in Holy Scripture, that the 
Holy Spirit proceeds from the Son, yet it is found, as far 
as concerns the sense; and particularly where the Son 
says, John xvi. speaking of the Holy Spirit, ‘ He shall 
glorify me, for he shall receive of mine.’” And he pro- 
ceeds to adduce other passages.* So Eustathius a S. 
Paulo ;—“It is proved, first, by the authority of the 
Holy Scriptures, from which it is clearly enough ga- 
thered.”? So also Becanus ; —“ Although it may not be 
in express terms in the Scriptures, yet, nevertheless, it 
may be clearly deduced from thence.” 4 

Nor need we be at all surprised at this; for there is 
much contradiction among the Romanists themselves on 
such points. For though they are agreed that tradition 
is necessary, even for the fundamental points, yet as to 
the points for which it is necessary, they seem far from 
agreed. And I believe that for all these points, we could 
easily prove upon the testimony of Romanists, both that 

2 Ht multa alia sunt testimonia quibus hoc evidenter ostenditur, et Patris 


et Filii esse Spiritum, qui in Trinitate dicitur Spiritus Sanctus. In Joh. Ey. 
c. 16. Tract. 99. § 6. Op. Tom. 3. p. 2. col. 747. 

? Licet per verba non inyeniatur in Sacra Scriptura quod Spiritus Sanctus 
procedit a Filio, invenitur tamen quantum ad sensum, et precipue ubi dicit 
Filius, Joh. 16, de Spiritu 8. loquens, Ile me clarificabit, quia de meo acci- 
piet. Summ. Theol. 1. q. 36, Art. 2. 

3 Probatur imprimis autoritate sacrarum Scripturarum ex quibus id aperte 
satis colligitur. Summ. Theolog. P. 1. Tract. 2. disp. 8. q. 2. 

4 Licet expresse non habeatur in Scripturis, potest tamen evidenter inde 
deduci. Becan. Summ. Theolog. P. 1. Tract. 2. ¢. 6. q. 2. 
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they were fully set forth in Scripture, and also that 
they were not. And the fact is, that in general, if they 
are writing expressly upon a particular doctrine, then 
they can see and admit that Scripture is full and clear on 
the point; but if they are advocating the necessity of tra- 
dition against the Protestants, then there is hardly a doc- 
trine which is fully and clearly set forth in the Scriptures. 

Lastly, thus speaks our opponents’ own witness, Bishop 
Pearson. “ As, therefore, the Scriptures declare expressly 
that the Spirit proceedeth from the Father, so do they 
also virtually teach that he proceedeth from the Son. 
From whence it came to pass, in the primitive times, that 
the Latin Fathers taught expressly the procession of the 
Spirit from the Father and the Son ; because, by good con- 
sequence, they did collect so much from those passages of the 
Scripture which we have used to prove that truth.” (On the 
Creed. Art. 8.) 

Further, if it be not fully and clearly set forth in the 
Scriptures, how can we be certain of it at all, even if we 
were to admit our opponents’ system? For neither they 
nor the Romanists can, upon their own principles, say that 
this doctrine is clearly delivered by the unanimous con- 
sent of the Fathers, when the whole Greek Church have 
for centuries denied that the primitive Fathers of their 
Church maintained it. Nor could this doctrine, as it ap- 
pears to me, be clearly proved to have had the witness 
of the early Greek Fathers in its favour. 

Mr. Keble adds, that we are indebted to tradition for 
the full doctrine of the Incarnation ;! which means, I sup- 
pose, that, like the Romanists, he maintains that, because 
the Nestorians, Eutychians, and others, attempted to de- 
fend an unorthodox doctrine on this point from the Scrip- 
tures, therefore the Scriptures cannot fully set forth the 
orthodox doctrine respecting it. 

On this point, I shall merely refer the reader to the ad- 
mirable Encyclical Letter of Leo I., in which he thus 
speaks. 

1 Serm, p. 41. 
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“ But what,” he says, “can be worse than to hold im- 
pious notions, and not to believe the wise and learned? 
But into this folly do those fall who, when they are hin- 
dered in arriving at a knowledge of the truth by some 
obscurity, do not go to the words of the Prophets, nor to 
the Epistles of the Apostles, nor to the testimonies of the 
Evangelists, but to themselves. And on that account are 
teachers of error, because they have not become disciples 
of the truth. For what learning has he acquired from 
the sacred pages of the New Testament, who does not 
even know the elementary points of the Creed itself? 
And that which is uttered by the voice of all the regene- 
rate throughout the world, is not yet received in the heart 
of that old man [viz. Eutyches.] When ignorant, therefore, 
what he ought to think concerning the incarnation of the 
Word of God, and not willing to labour in the wide field of 
the Holy Scriptures, to gain the light of understanding, he 
should at least have attended with an earnestly-attentive 
ear to that common and universally-received confession, 
by which the whole body of the faithful professes its belief 
in God the Father Almighty, and in Jesus Christ his only 
Son our Lord, who was born of the Virgin Mary, by the 
Holy Spirit, by which three sentences the devices of 
almost all heretics are destroyed .... But if he could 
not draw a correct knowledge of the truth from this most 
pure fountain of the Christian faith, because, by his own 
blindness, he had obscured the splendour of the truth, 
when shining clearly before him, he should have sub- 
mitted himself to the teaching of the Gospel, Matthew say- 
ing, ‘ The book of the generation of Jesus Christ, the Son 
of David, the Son of Abraham ;’ and should have sought 
the instruction of the Apostolical preaching, and reading in 
the Epistle to the Romans, ‘Paul, a servant of Jesus 
Christ, called to be an Apostle, separated unto the gospel 


' The reader will observe here the phrases “ doctrina Evangelica’’ and “ Apo- 
stolica predicatio” used for the Scriptures, the former for the gospels, the latter 
for the Epistles, as is common with the Fathers, and most important to note 
in this controversy. 
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of God, which he had promised before by his Prophets 
in the Holy Scriptures, concerning his Son, who was 
made to him of the seed of David, according to the flesh,’ 
[Rom. i. 1—3] should have betaken himself with pious 
solicitude to the pages of the Prophets, and would have 
found the promise of God to Abraham, saying, ‘ In thy 
seed shall all nations be blessed.’ [Gen. xxii. 18.] And 
that he might have no doubt respecting the reality of this 
seed, should have followed the Apostle, saying, ‘To 
Abraham were the promises made.’ [Gal. 3.]” And so 
he proceeds to show how clearly and fully the doctrine is 
set forth in Scripture. 1 

Here, then, I suppose it is undeniable that, for a know- 
ledge of the truth, men are sent to the Holy Scriptures ; 
and that Leo supposed that it was impossible for a man 
to have made himself at all acquainted with the Holy 
Scriptures, who did not receive the “initia” of the creed, 


1 Quid autem iniquius quam impia sapere, et sapientioribus doctioribusque 
non credere? Sed in hanc insipientiam cadunt, qui, cum ad cognoscendam 
veritatem aliquo impediuntur obscuro, non ad Propheticas voces, non ad 
Apostolicas literas, nec ad Evangelicas Autoritates, sed ad semetipsos recurrunt. 
Et ideo magistri erroris exsistunt quia veritatis discipuli non fuere. Quam 
enim eruditionem de sacris Novi et Veteris Testamenti paginis acquisivit, qui 
nec ipsius quidem Symboli initia comprehendit ? Et quod per totum mundum 
omnium regeneratorum voce depromitur, istius adhuc senis corde non capitur. 
Nesciens igitur, quid deberet de Verbi Dei incarnatione sentire, nec volens ad 
promerendum intelligentie lumen in Sanctarum Scripturarum latitudine labo- 
rare, illam saltem communem et indiscretam confessionem solicito apprehen- 
disset auditu, qua fidelium universitas profitetur credere se in Deum Patrem 
Omnipotentem, et in Jesum Christum Filium ejus unicum Dominum nostrum, 
qui natus est de Spiritu Sancto ex Maria Virgine. Quibus sententiis tribus 
omnium fere hereticorum machine destruuntur ...... Sed side hoc 
fidei Christiane fonte purissimo sincerum intellectum haurire non poterat, 
quia splendorem perspicue veritatis obcecatione sibi propria tenebrarat, doc- 
trine se Evangelice subdidisset, dicente Mattheo: Liber generationis Jesu 
Christi filit David filii Abraham : Apostolicee quoque predicationis expetisset 
instructum, et legens in Epistola ad Romanos; Paulus servus Jesu Christi, 
&c......... ad propheticas paginas piam solicitudinem contulisset, et 
invenisset promissionem Dei ad Abraham dicentis, In semine tuo benedicentur 
omnes gentes. Et ne de hujus seminis proprietate dubitaret, secutus fuisset 
apostolum dicentem, Abrahe dicte sunt promissiones, &c. [Gal. 3.]’”” Leonis I, 
Epist. ad Flavianum Ep. Constant. lecta et approb. in Concil. Chalced. Vid. 
Acta Concil. Chalced. Act. 2. Concil. ed. 1671. Tom. 4, col. 345. 


VOL. Il. c 


18 THE CHRISTIAN RELIGION 


including the true doctrine of the Incarnation. And he 
urges attention to the creed for learning the doctrine of 
the Incarnation, only on the supposition that a man is “ not 
willing to labour in the wide field of the Holy Scriptures, to 
gain the light of understanding ;’ and still further, so far 
from supposing that the creed was clearer or fuller than 
the Scriptures on the point, he urges that if a man should 
not be able to obtain a correct knowledge of the faith 
from the creed, he is bound to search the Scriptures with 
pious solicitude, and submit to the declarations which he 
finds there; which Leo evidently considers to convey a 
clear and full declaration of the orthodox doctrine. Can 
there, then, be a more direct contradiction given to the 
notion that the full doctrine of the Incarnation is not in 
Scripture, than is contained in this celebrated letter of 
Leo, which was publicly read and approved in the 
Council of Chalcedon, and is inserted in its acts? 

Our opponents, indeed, will find that the early Fathers, 
far from taking the tradition of earlier Fathers as part of 
their rule of faith, or supposing that the full doctrine was 
only to be found there, in this as in other points, made 
the Scriptures their rule. ‘“ We,” says Theophilus of 
Alexandria, when opposing the notion of the Origenists as 
to the preexistence of the human soul of Christ,—-“ We, 
following the rule of the Scriptures, will preach with our 
whole heart and soul, that neither his flesh nor soul 
existed before he was born of Mary.”? 

Secondly,—It is maintained that Scripture is the only au- 
thoritative source of all religious truth, “ tradition” having 
no authority over the conscience, either as the interpreter 
or supplement of Scripture, and moreover of all those 
rites that are to be considered as of divine institution. 

This, as we have already observed, is most fully proved 
by the fact that we have no divine informant but Serip- 


* Nos Scripturarum normam sequentes tota cordis audacia predicemus, quod 
nec caro illius nec anima fuerint priusquam de Maria nasceretur. TuHxopu. 
Aurx. Ep. Pasch. IJ. § 8. See the whole passage in ¢. 10, below. 
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ture, and, therefore, that we have no divine or certain tes- 
timony for any point of religion not to be found there. 
And as regards all really important points, we might also 
refer to the arguments adduced on the last head, as alone 
going far to show that Scripture must fully set them 
forth. 

But here, as in the last case, our opponents, with the 
Romanists, attempt to show that we receive doctrines and 
practices as divinely revealed, some of which are not 
contained at all, and others but imperfectly noticed, in 
Scripture, and take advantage of the appeals sometimes 
made by us to the practice of the primitive Church on 
some points, as if they proved that we were compelled 
sometimes to go to tradition for the proof of doctrines 
and rites which we receive as divine, though we refuse to 
abide by it in other points. We shall therefore proceed 
to consider the examples they bring upon this head, and 
show that there are no doctrines received by us as certain 
truths, 7.e. as revelations from God, and consequently 
articles of faith, of which, or any part of which, our belief 
rests upon the testimony of tradition, but that our belief, 
in all such cases, is founded wholly upon Scripture; and 
that we receive no rites as of divine institution but such 
as are delivered to us in the Scriptures. 

The principal passages in which our opponents have 
spoken of these points, are the following, in some of 
which the points of which we are now speaking are 
mixed up with those which we have already considered 
under the former head, but we quote the passages as they 
stand. “The matter of fact,’ says Mr. Newman, “is not 
at all made out, that there are no traditions of a trust- 
worthy nature. For instance, it is proved by traditionary 
information only (for there is no other way), that the text 
of Scripture is not to be taken literally concerning our 
washing one another’s feet, while the command to cele- 
brate the Lord’s Supper is to be obeyed in the letter. 
Again, it is only by tradition that we have any safe and 
clear rule for changing the weekly feast from the seventh 

c 2 


20 THE CHRISTIAN RELIGION 


to the first day. Again, our divines, such as Bramhall 
Bull, Pearson, and Patrick, believe that the Blessed 
Mary was ‘ Ever Virgin,’ as the Church has called her, 
but tradition was their only informant on the subject.” 
(Lect. pp. 334, 5.) ‘“ We consider the eucharist is of 
perpetual obligation, because the ages immediately suc- 
ceeding the Apostles thought so; we consider the in- 
spired Canon was cut short in the Apostles, whose works 
are contained in the New Testament, and that their suc- 
cessors had no gift of expounding the Law of Christ, such 
as they had, because the same ages so accounted it.” 
(Ib. p. 371.) 

“Tt may be proved,” says Mr. Keble, “to the satisfac- 
tion of any reasonable mind, that not a few fragments 
yet remain—very precious and sacred fragments of the 
unwritten teaching of the first age of the Church. The 
paramount authority, for example, of the successors of the 
Apostles in Church Government; the threefold order 
established from the beginning ; the virtue of the blessed 
eucharist as a commemorative sacrifice ; infant baptism ; 
and above all, the catholic doctrine of the Most Holy 
Trinity, as contained in the Nicene creed. All these, 
however surely confirmed from Scripture, are yet ascer- 
tainable parts of the primitive unwritten system of which 
we yet enjoy the benefit. If any one ask, how we ascer- 
tain them, we answer, by the application of the well- 
known rule, Quod semper, quod ubique, quod ab omni- 
bus.” (Keble’s Serm. p. 32.) “ Without its aid [#. e. ¢ pri- 
mitive tradition’] humanly speaking, I do not see how we 
could now retain either real inward communion with our 
Lord through his Apostles, or the very outward face of 
God’s Church and kingdom among us. Not to dwell on 
disputable cases, how but by the tradition and practice of 
the early Church can we demonstrate the observance of 
Sunday as the holiest day, or the permanent separation of 
the clergy from the people as a distinct order? Or 
where, except in the primitive liturgies, a main branch 
of that tradition, can we find assurance, that in the Holy 
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Eucharist, we consecrate as. the Apostles did, and conse- 
quently, that the cup of blessing which we bless is the 
communion of the blood of Christ, and the bread which 
we break the communion of the body of Christ.” (Ib. p. 38.) 
“The points of Catholic consent, known by tradition, con- 
stitute the knots and ties of the whole system; being 
such as these: the canon of Scripture, the full doctrines 
of the Trinity and Incarnation, the oblation and consecra- 
tion of the Eucharist, the Apostolical succession.” (Ib. 
pp- 41, 2.) “To which, perhaps, it might have been well 
to add the doctrine of baptismal regeneration.” (Ib. p. 75.) 
“ How else could we know, with tolerable certainty, that 
. Melchizedek’s feast is a type of the blessed eucharist? 
or that the book of Canticles is an allegory, representing 
the mystical union betwixt Christ and his Church? or 
that Wisdom, in the Book of Proverbs, is a name of the 
Second Person in the Most Holy Trinity? All which 
interpretations, the moment they are heard, approve 
themselves to an unprejudiced mind.” (Ib. p. 36.) To 
which he adds (p. 78) the doctrine “ that consecration by 
Apostolical authority is essential to the participation of 
the Eucharist,” which he thinks was “universally re- 
ceived in the primitive Church,” and may be accepted 
by us on the evidence of a passage in Ignatius, even if it 
could not be “ at all proved from Scripture,’ which, how- 
ever, he thinks it may, “ in a great measure, to the satis- 
faction of unprejudiced minds.” 

To these may be added the following, from the 85th 
of the “Tracts for the Times.” “Even though Scrip- 
ture be considered to be altogether silent as to the inter- 
mediate state, and to pass from the mention of death 
to that of the judgment, there is nothing in this cireum- 
stance to disprove the Church’s doctrine Gf there be other 
grounds for it), that there is an intermediate state, and 
that it is important, that in it the souls of the faithful are 
purified, and grow in grace, that they pray for us, and that 
our prayers benefit them.” (p. 48.) This doctrine, there- 
fore, the author of the tract would evidently class among 
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those which we are now considering, either as one about 
which Scripture spoke indistinctly and obscurely, or 
might be considered by some as altogether silent. And 
we may observe from this passage, that there are, in the 
view of our opponents, important Church doctrines, about 
which, if Scripture “ be considered to be altogether silent,” 
it matters not. There are “other grounds” of proof in 
patristical tradition. And if patristical tradition be what 
our opponents represent it to be, it és sufficient for the 
proof of such doctrines. And so speaks the author of 
Tract 79, entitled, “On Purgatory.” “It can only,’ he 
says, “be an article of faith, supposing it is held by anti- 
quity, and that unanimously. For such things only are 
we allowed to maintain as come to us from the Apostles ; 
and that only, ordinarily speaking, has evidence of so 
originating, which is witnessed by a number of independent 
witnesses in the early Church. We must have the unani- 
mous consent of Doctors as an assurance that the Apostles 
have spoken.” (p. 25.) And they are only consistent in 
making these statements, that is, consistent as far as their 
system is concerned, not with themselves, because out of 
regard, I suppose, to the prejudices of Protestants, they 
every now and then introduce statements of a very differ- 
ent complexion. I do not, of course, mean with any in- 
tention to mislead, but their position involuntarily leads 
them to do so.1. They are committed to two opposite sys- 
tems. Having embraced the great principles upon which 


1 Jn the same tract, pp. 9 & seq., the author enumerates various ordinances 
and doctrines about which “¢ dité/e is said in Scripture,” in order to meet a sup- 
posed argument that little is said there as to some of their favourite notions, 
and he accordingly mentions various points as either not taught in so many 
words in Scripture, or having only so many texts relating to them. This list 
I do not notice here, because it is beside the question as far as our arguments 
are concerned. We do not ask whether every doctrine is taught in so many 
words in Scripture, but whether virtually it is clearly there, nor how many 
texts support a doctrine, but whether the doctrine is clearly in those texts, 
And when he asks us, “ what doctrines would be left to us if we demanded the 
clearest and fullest evidence,” (p. 12.) we reply, all those which either follow 
immediately by just and necessary inference from Scripture, or are supported 
by even one clear passage of Scripture. 
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Popery is founded, though perhaps not quite satisfied 
with the whole superstructure which Rome has built 
upon them, while, partly from personal attachment, and 
partly from dislike of some parts of Romanism, they 
remain members of the Church of England, and are con- 
sequently obliged to explain their tenets so as to make 
them appear consistent with the authorized documents 
of our Church, they are continually uttering contradictory 
statements. 

The cases here enumerated (which I need hardly say 
are precisely the examples adduced by the Romanists) 
are of various kinds, and not all to be met in the same 
way. Some of them rest, or are supposed to rest, on 
Scripture and tradition together, others on tradition 
alone; though there is by no means a universal agree- 
ment in the classification of them in this respect, some 
writers referring to Scripture and tradition together what 
others make to rest on tradition alone. Moreover, some 
of these doctrines we reject, others, as dependent on tra- 
dition only, we look upon as uncertain, and not to be 
authoritatively propounded as of divine revelation or 
obligation. For others we want nothing but Scripture, 
though we may appeal to the writings of the Fathers in 
confirmation of the correctness of our deductions, and in 
matters relating to the practice of the Church with respect 
to facts and practices of which the senses of the writers 
were cognizant, we may use those writings as conclusive 
evidence that they took place in the Church in their 
times. And further, as to the subject matter of these 
examples, they are of diverse kinds, referring partly 
and principally to points relating to the practice of the 
Church, that is, ecclesiastical ordinances, rites, and 
usages, partly also to points purely doctrinal, and partly 
to points which concern matters of fact and things some- 
what different to both the former. In our consideration 
of them we shall classify them according to this last 
arrangement, 
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Of points relating to the practice of the Church, then, 
we find the following. 

Relating to rites disused,— 

(1) The non-literal acceptation of our Lord’s words 
respecting washing one another’s feet. 

(2) The non-observance of the seventh day as a day of 
religious rest. 

Relating to ordinances and observances in use among 
us,— 

(1) Infant baptism. 

(2) The sanctification of the first day of the week. 

(3) The perpetual obligation of the Eucharist. 

(4) The identity of our mode of consecration in the 
Eucharist with the Apostolical. ' 

(5) That consecration by Apostolical authority is essen- 
tial to the participation of the Eucharist. 

(6) The separation of the clergy from the people as a 
distinct order. 

(7) The threefold order of the priesthood. 

(8) The Government of the Church by Bishops. 

(9) The Apostolical succession. 

Of points purely doctrinal,— 

(1) Baptismal regeneration. 

(2) The virtue of the Eucharist as a commemorative 
sacrifice. 

(3) That there is an intermediate state, in which the 
souls of the faithful are purified, and grow in grace; that 
they pray for us, and that our prayers benefit them. 

Of points concerning matters of fact, and things that 
do not immediately belong either to the doctrines or rites 
of Christianity,— 

(1) The Canon of Scripture. 

(2) That Melchizedek’s feast is a type of the Eucharist. 

(3) That the Book of Canticles represents the union 
between Christ and his Church. 

(4), That Wisdom in the Book of Proverbs refers to the 
Second Person of the Trinity. 
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(5) The alleged perpetual virginity of the Mother of 
our Lord. 

To the doctrines above mentioned Romanists add, 
among others, the doctrine of Christ’s descent into hell, 
and that of the validity of baptism administered by 
heretics. 

It is impossible not to see that, among all these points, 
the stress is laid upon those that concern the government 
and the sacraments of the Church; and our opponents, 
being persuaded that patristical tradition delivers their 
system on these points, (and it would be wonderful if in 
all the volumes of the Fathers they could not find some 
passages in favour of a system so zealously patronized by 
those in whose hands these works were for centuries de- 
posited, and through whom they have come down to us, 
though we deny that it is to be found there upon any full 
and consentient testimony,) are very anxious that this 
tradition should be recognized as a divine informant; and 
in the zealous prosecution of this enterprize, are desirous 
further of impressing it upon our minds, that almost all 
the other points relating either to doctrine or practice, 
yea even the fundamentals of the faith, must stand or fall 
according as this recognition takes place or not. 

Let us first consider the points relating to the practice 
of the Church; and before we proceed to consider them 
individually, we would premise a few general remarks as 
to the principles which guide us in the consideration of 
such cases. . 

In the first place it must be remembered, that we are 
far from maintaining here, with the early Puritans, that 
all the rites and usages of the Church must have Scrip- 
ture authority, so that no Church can appoint and require 
from her members an observance of any rites or ceremo- 
nies but what are ordained in Scripture; but we assert 
this only of points for which is claimed the authority of 
divine revelation, or the obligation of a divine or aposto- 
lical precept, binding Churches as well as individuals. 

In the second place, though we deny. that the testi- 
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mony of a few Fathers can be taken as such sufficient 
evidence of the doctrine orally taught by the Apostles, 
or the universal Church, in matters of faith or practice, 
as to be considered a divine informant supplementary to 
Scripture, we do not deny, but on the contrary maintain, 
that the testimony of the early Fathers respecting facts and 
practices of which their senses were cognizant, is sufficient to 
assure us that such facts and practices took place in their 
time in the primitive Church, just as we might receive the 
testimony of our opponents as quite sufficient respecting 
facts and practices of our Church, of which their senses had 
been cognizant, while we took leave altogether to deny its 
sufficiency as a witness of the doctrines of our Church. 

And, thirdly, we maintain that the usage of the primi- 
tive orthodox Church from Apostolical times (as far as it 
can be ascertained) may justly be taken as a guide to show 
us how rites and practices enjoined in Scripture are to be 
carried into effect; and also as a guide to a certain extent 
in its general rites and practices, that is, so far as to re- 
commend them to our attention, and perhaps to justify 
modern Churches in following them, inasmuch as it is 
not probable that, from the very first, the orthodox Church 
should have adopted a superstitious or improper usage. 
It is on this ground that our Church defends her use of 
the sign of the cross, as—not necessary, but—justifiable.t 
And, consequently, we receive with respect the traditions 
of the primitive Church on such points, “ meaning by tra- 
ditions,” as Hooker says, “ ordinances made in the prime of 
Christian religion, established with that authority which 
Christ hath left to his Church for matters indifferent, and 
in that consideration requisite to be observed till like 
authority see just and reasonable cause to alter them. 
So that traditions ecclesiastical are not rudely and in 
gross to be shaken off, because the inventors of them were 
men.” 2 

And thus, as it respects rites and usages, the practice 
of the primitive Church, ascertained to us by the testi- 


1 See Canon 30. 2 Book v. c. 65.- 
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mony of its writings, may be a useful guide to us, both 
where Scripture is silent, and where it does not enter so 
fully into particulars as to show how the rites and 
ceremonies mentioned in it are to be carried out in all 
cases. 

But we maintain, with our Church, that those rites and 
ordinances only are essentially binding upon all Churches 
and individuals that are required by Scripture authority ; 
because no others can be proved to have been established 
by the Apostles; and we shall show hereafter, that all the 
moderns who profess to hold a contrary opinion are con- 
victed by their own conduct of inconsistency; for they 
who maintain, that a few patristical assertions, that this 
or that rite was established by the Apostles, or observed 
by the primitive Church, are to be taken as_ sufficient 
evidence of its Apostolical origin and binding nature, 
ought to contend for all those that are so supported. 

And if even the testimony of antiquity on one or two 
points enjoined in Scripture should be considered suffi- 
cient to have proved their apostolicity in the absence of 
Scripture testimony for them, this would make no practi- 
cal difference in our argument. For the great question 
is, whether Scripture does not fully and clearly reveal all 
the fundamental points of faith and practice, and whether 
there is any point of faith or practice not revealed in 
Scripture for which a traditional testimony can be adduced 
sufficient to show its Apostolical origin. 

Our Church has wisely taken in this matter the 
middle course between that of the Romanists and that 
of our early Nonconformists, the former professing to 
take the statements of the remaining Fathers as an 
unerring guide, and the latter holding “ that Scripture 
is the only rule of all things which in this life may be 
done by men,”! and both of them in their practice acting 
very inconsistently with their professed principles. When, 
therefore, the latter demanded that nothing should be re- 


1 See Hooker, Eccl. Pol. bk. ii. 
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quired by the Church but what was laid down in Scrip- 
ture, because those precepts only can be proved to be 
Apostolical, and therefore essentially binding, that are 
found in Scripture, our Church, while fully admitting the 
truth of the latter proposition, denied the justice of the 
demand, claiming a power to ordain rites and ceremonies 
such as might be necessary for the preservation of order 
and decency, and require their observance of her mem- 
bers; and to cut off as much as possible all occasion for 
cavilling, as well as from the inherent propriety of such 
a course, adhered as closely as possible to the primitive 
model. 

The reader will observe, then, that when admitting the 
non-necessity of any ecclesiastical ordinances, rites, or 
observances, I am speaking with reference either to the 
Church at large, or some distinct and independent por- 
tion of it; and, with respect to such bodies, certainly 
maintain, that they are not bound by any injunctions but 
those of Scripture. With individuals, however, the case 
is different.1 We hold with our Articles, that every 
Church has power to appoint its rites and ceremonies, 
and that its members are bound (within reasonable limits) 
to submit to such appointment. The conduct of the 
early Nonconformists, therefore, in objecting to the ob- 
servance of days that had been set apart by our Church 
with the sanction of the Universal Church in all ages, as 
far as we can find, for religious uses, appears to me pecu- 
liarly schismatical. And further we maintain, that every 
such body has authority in controversies of faith, so far 
as concerns its own members, and may justly make a re- 

1 It might also probably be fairly maintained, that when such a Council as 
that which met at Nice (the only one by the way having any pretensions to 
be called General) gave directions such as were there given respecting the day 
on which Easter was to be observed, it was expedient and befitting the Chris- 
tian character, that all the different Churches should acquiesce in such an ap- 
pointment until a similar authority had authorized an alteration; though 
nevertheless optional, because different Churches might have different cus- 
toms in such matters, without any detriment to the peace of the Church, if 


there had been no ecclesiastical tyrants to make it a cause of dissension. See 
Socr. Hist. Eccl. lib. v. c. 22, Sozom. Hist. Eccl. lib, vii. c. 19. 
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ception of what it considers the fundamentals of the faith 
essential to communion, nay, rather, is bound to do so; 
and while it allows a latitude of opinion on all other 
points, may, if it seem necessary for the good of the body 
at large, silence public disputations even on non-essential 
points. But this power should not only be cautiously 
exercised, but by the clear and well-ascertained voice of 
the whole body, for the obtaining of which (I feel con- 
strained to add) due care has seldom been taken. 

We allow, then, that the Church has power to enjoin 
upon her members the observance of certain decent rites 
and ceremonies, and that such a power has been given 
her by God; but we draw a distinction between that 
which God has enjoined on this head, and that which the 
Church has enjoined. The latter is not to be put forward 
as necessary to salvation, nor therefore to membership in 

“the Church Catholic, though he who breaks the unity of 
the Church on account of such things only, is certainly 
guilty of the sin of making a needless schism in the body. 

With respect, therefore, to the examples here adduced 
by our opponents, in which the practice of the Church is 
concerned, we may say generally that our appeal to the 
records of the primitive Church respecting them (where 
we do so appeal) is not an appeal to the doctrine there 
delivered, as if the few testimonies we can bring from the 
antient Fathers were sufficient evidence of the oral teach- 
ing of the Apostles, or of the doctrinal teaching of the 
Universal Church; but an appeal to them, as showing 
what was the practice of the Church in those times. And 
this precisely agrees with what Mr. Keble himself has 
admitted to be Bishop Taylor’s view, viz. that “in practi- 
cal matters, it [2. e. tradition] may be verified, but in doc- 
trinal, with the exception of the creed, it cannot,”! which 
entirely overthrows Mr. Keble’s system. 

We refer to those records, as showing what was the 
practice of the primitive Church; which, on the one 
hand, may show us what rites or usages mentioned 

1 App. to Serm. p. 71. 
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in the Scriptures were not then considered to be of 
general obligation, and, on the other, what were, under 
ordinary circumstances, considered to be so, and how 
these latter were carried out; and further, what rites and 
usages appeared to the Church, at that early period, to 
be decent and useful, from which last we may at least 
infer that such rites and usages are at any rate allowable 
at all times, and useful where our circumstances appear 
to be the same with those of the Apostolical Church, and 
thus obtain from those records, information which, when 
used with discretion, may be of much service to the Church, 
and to the various independent local communities of 
which it is composed, in guiding them in decreeing the 
rites and ceremonies to be observed by their members. 

To proceed to the examples adduced, let us take first 
the case of rites abrogated, or usages mentioned in Scrip- 
ture not observed by us. 

We are required to show why we do not wash one 
another’s feet in obedience to what our Lord says, John 
xili. 12—15; a favourite example with the Romanists, as 
may be seen in Dr. Milner’s “ End of religious contro- 
versy ;” but our opponents should have been a little more 
careful than to borrow it, for, little as it avails the former, 
the latter have clearly made a mistake in adducing it, for 
their doctrine is, that such matters must be grounded 
upon the consent of the primitive Church, and it is notori- 
ous that the primitive Churches differed in this matter. 

Let us suppose, then, (what we do not admit) that the 
language of Scripture appeared doubtful as to the nature 
of this command, that is, doubtful whether instead of be- 
ing an exhortation to acts of condescension and kindness 
towards our Christian brethren, to be fulfilled to the let- 
ter where the circumstances were the same, as in the case 
spoken of by the Apostle, (1 Tim. v. 10.) and in the spirit 
under ALL circumstances, it was to be taken as a command 
to be fulfilled in the letter as a religious rite, in all times 
and places, however unsuitable to the customs and habits 
of the country. Our inquiries, then, are to be directed to 
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the records of the primitive Church. But first, of what 
nature is our inquiry? Not what doctrine the primitive 
Church delivered on the subject, but what was its prac- 
tice; and if we had found the practice generally esta- 
blished as a religious rite in the primitive Church, or, 
on the contrary, generally neglected, this testimony of 
ecclesiastical practice might, in perfect accordance with 
our views, fairly have determined the matter either way, 
so that even thus the instance is of no force in the present 
controversy. But the fact is, that the reference is altoge- 
ther a mistake, for the practice of the primitive Churches 
differed in this respect, and, consequently, we are com- 
pelled to exercise our own discretion in the matter. Thus 
in the Church of Milan, the bishop washed the feet of the 
baptized, in supposed obedience to this text, which the 
Roman Church did not do, on the ground that it was 
merely an example of humility, and not a religious rite, 
that was here commended.t And Augustine tells us, 
that many followed the latter course, and that some abro- 
gated the custom altogether where it had been observed ; 
but that others, inorder to show that they did not connect it 
at all with baptism [and so make it a religious rite, having 
some mystical signification], and yet not altogether give it 
up, observed it a few days after baptism ; and he adds in 


1 Adscendisti de fonte; quid secutum est? . .. summus sacerdos pedes 
tibi lavit. Quid est istud mysterium? Audisti utique quia Dominus, cum 
layisset discipulis aliis pedes, venit ad Petrum. . . . Nisi lavero, inquit, tibi 
pedes, non habebis mecum partem. Non ignoramus quod Ecclesia Romana 
hance consuetudinem non habeat, cujus typum in omnibus sequimur et formam; 
hanc tamen consuetudinem non habet, ut pedes lavet. Vide ergo, forte prop- 
ter multitudinem declinayit. Sunt tamen qui dicant et excusare conentur, 
quia hoc non in mysterio faciendum est, non in baptismate, non in regenera- 
tione ; sed quasi hospiti pedes lavandi sint. Aliud est humilitatis, aliud sanc- 
tificationis. Denique audi quia mysterium est et sanctificatio; nisi lavero 
tibi pedes, non habebis mecum partem. Hoc ideo dico, non quod alios repre- 
hendam, sed mea officia ipse commendem. In omnibus cupio sequi Ecclesiam 
Romanam, sed tamen et nos homines sensum habemus ; ideo quod alibi rec- 
tius servatur et nos rectius custodimus, Ipsum sequimur Apostolum Petrum, 
ipsius inheremus deyotioni. Ad hoc Ecclesia Romana quid respondet ? Am- 
Bros. De Sacram. lib. 3. c. 1. ed. Ben. vol. 2. col. 362, 2. 
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the context some remarks which show how little impor- 
tance he attached to such matters, and how completely 
he considered them to be left to the discretion of each 
Church.1 It appears, then, that there was much differ- 
ence of opinion on this subject in the early Church, which, 
therefore, can be no sure guide to us in the matter. And 
Augustine, be it observed, evidently thinks that our Lord’s 
own words show that he merely meant to recommend 
mutual condescension to his followers. So that, I think, 
our Church may fairly say, with Ambrose, to her Romish 
or any other adversaries, “ nos homines sensum habemus,” 
we have got our wits about us, and may surely be allowed 
to judge for ourselves in such a matter. 

The next case is that of the abrogation of the seventh 
day Sabbath. 

We should feel no difficulty in this case, even if we 
were left to determine it by the records of the primitive 
Church, because here again is a point of external obser- 
vance, respecting which we have only to inquire as to the 
practice of the Church. But it is passing strange that we 
should be told that tradition is necessary to certify us of 
this, when the Apostle says to the Colossians, “ Let no 
man judge you in meat, or in drink, or in respect of an 
holy day, or of the new moon, or of the sabbath days.” 
(caPBarwr) (Col. ii. 16.) 

And the practice of the Church, in the age immediately 
succeeding the Apostles, confirms what this and other 
passages of Scripture clearly intimate to us, viz., that the 


1 De lavandis vero pedibus, cum Dominus hoc propter formam humilitatis, 
propter quam docendam venerat, commendaverit, siewt ipse consequenter ex- 
posuit, quesitum est quonam tempore potissimum res tanta etiam facto doce- 
retur, et illud tempus occurrit quo ipsa commendatio religiosius inhereret, 
Sed ne ad ipsum sacramentum baptismi videretur pertinere, multi hoc in con- 
suetudinem recipere noluerunt. Nonnulli etiam de consuetudine auferre non 
dubitaverunt. Aliqui autem ut hoc et sacratiore tempore commendarent, et 
a baptismi sacramento distinguerent, vel diem tertium octavarum, quia et 
ternarius numerus in multis sacramentis maxime excellit, vel etiam ipsum 
octavum ut hoc facerent elegerunt. Aucust. Ep. 55.¢c. 18. Ad Januarium. 
Tom. 2. col. 141. On such points see Hooker, iii. 10. 
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Jewish sabbath was not to be observed by Christians. 
Thus Ignatius tells us, that even the converted Jews “no 
longer observed sabbaths ;”! and Tertullian, that the Jew- 
ish sabbath was abrogated by the Christian dispensation.? 
The same thing is intimated to us by Justin Martyr, 
whose words seem clearly to show that the day was not 
at all observed in his time; and although in the third and 
fourth centuries, the day appears to have been celebrated by 
the performance of public worship, which was probably 
an innoyation, and the prelude to that Judaical observance 
of the day against which the Church found it necessary 
to protest, still the practice of the Church was not to 
abstain from labour on that day, or regard it as in itself 
a holy day, as we learn among other testimonies from one 
of the Laodicean canons, in the code of the primitive 
Church, which directs “ that Christians must not Judaize 
and rest on the sabbath, but work on that day.”® 

If, then, we were destitute of the testimony we have 
quoted from Scripture on the subject, the clear evidence 
we have of the practice of the Apostolical Church might 
sufice; and our argument would in no respect suffer 
from the admission of that evidence as conclusive. For 
though the observance of a rite in the primitive Church 
would not prove it to be of Apostolical ordinance, the 
general non-observance of a rite in it may certainly be 


1 Of &v rorutols mparypacw avacrpadevtes, els KawoTnTa eAmidos nAOor, 
pnxert caBBarifovres, aAAaK.T. A. Icnar. Ep. ad Magnes. § 9. ed. Jacob- 
son. 

2 Trerruty. Adv. Jud. ce. 2, 3, & 4. 

3 Just. Mart. Dial. cum Tryph. § 18. p. 118.ed. Ben. The same conclu- 
sion appears to flow from what Pliny says of the Christians of his time, that 
they were accustomed to meet “ stato die,” on a set day (Ep. ad Traj.), which 
seems hardly reconcilable with the idea that both the seventh and first days of 
the week were so applied. And so when Paul stayed at Troas seven days, 
there appears to haye been a public assembly for worship on one day only, 
and that “‘ the first day of the week.” (Acts xx. 7.) 

4 See the Laodicean canon quoted below. 

5 Ov Ser xpiotiovovs sovdaitew Kar ev Tw caBBarw cxoratew, arAAa epya- 
Fer0u avrovs ev Ty avTn juepa. Can. Laod. 29, Cod. Univ. Eccl, can. 133. 
Voelli et Just. Bibl. J. C. Vet. vol. i. p. 52. 
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taken as a proof that such rite was not prescribed for its 
observance by the Apostles. 

Let us pass on to the case of rites and ordinances ob- 
served by us. 

The First is the doctrine of infant baptism. 

It will not be denied that we have at least the doctrine 
of baptism clearly enough laid down in the Scriptures. 

What we have to inquire, then, is, whether we can also 
clearly and plainly gather from the Scriptures that infants 
are proper subjects of that rite. 

It must be observed, however, that the question does 
not respect ali infants indiscriminately, but those only 
that are born of believing parents, and so in a state 
different to those of the heathen, (1 Cor. vii. 14,).and are 
also presented to the Church by sureties, who undertake 
that they shall be educated in her communion.1. The 
question, then, is, whether the Church is right in adminis- 
tering to an infant brought to her under such circum- 
stances, and that cannot, like an adult, offer any obstacle 
to its reception of spiritual blessings by unbelief, that rite 
which is a necessary introduction to its admission into the 
Christian Church, and consequently to its being placed 
in a position to receive the blessings promised. by God 
exclusively to the members of the Church, and looking 
to God for his blessing upon it, the Church on her part 
undertaking to God (on the promise of the child’s sure- 
ties) that the child shall be taught the terms of his co- 
venant, and be brought up in obedience to it, and be called 
upon at the age of discretion personally to accept and 
promise obedience to it. 

(1) Then we observe, that the command to baptize, 
and the instances we have in Scripture of the practice, 
are given in the most general and comprehensive terms. 

“ Go and teach all nations,” saith our Lord, “ baptiz- 

' Cases may be supposed different from that mentioned above, where we 
might not be prepared to deny that baptism might be administered, as, for 
instance, the possible case of an infant losing its unbelieving parents, and 


coming thereby under the guardianship of Christian relations or friends ; but 
such are extraordinary cases, upon which no argument can be built. 
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ing them in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and 
of the Holy Ghost.” (Matt. xxviii. 19.) And we find Lydia 
and “ her household,” the Philippian gaoler and “ ail 
his,” and “ the household” of Stephanas, baptized by the 
Apostles. (Acts xvi. 15, 33; 1 Cor. i. 16.) 

(2) The language of our Lord on one occasion seems 
clearly to show that baptism is, ix an ordinary way, (as 
was the case with circumcision,) necessary to salvation, 
for he says, “ Except a man be born of water and of 
the Spirit, he cannot enter into the kingdom of God.” 
(John iii. 5.) I will not say, with some of the Romanists, 
(who, when the subject of tradition is out of sight, can 
clearly enough see the reference of this and other texts to 
infants as well as others,1) that this text shows that bap- 
tism is absolutely a sine gua non to the salvation of in- 
fants, because, as Archbishop Laud intimates, we are not 
to “ bind God to the use and means of that sacrament to 
which he hath bound us;”* yet surely it follows from it 
that it would be unjustifiable to exclude all infants from 
that rite without which ordinarily men “ cannot enter 
into the kingdom of God.” 

Nor can it be said that their tender age must at any 
rate prevent their suffering from the neglect of this rite, 
for the case of circumcision shows the contrary. “ The 
uncircumcised man-child . . . shall be cut off from his 
people? he hath broken my covenant.” (Gen. xvii. 14.) 
If, then, it be the case that baptism has been made ordi- 
narily necessary for an entrance into the kingdom of 
God, then age, however tender, does not remove that 
necessity. 

(3) Has not Christ himself testified his willingness to 
receive such among the number of his people? for we 
read that he was “ much displeased” with his disciples 
for rebuking those that brought infants to him for his 
blessing, and said to them, “ Suffer the little children to 


! Bellarmine himself, after giving three arguments for pedobaptism from 
Scripture, adds, “ satis aperte colligatur ex Scripturis.” De bapt. c. 9. 
2 Conference with Fisher, p. 36. 
D2 


36 THE CHRISTIAN RELIGION 


come unto me, and forbid them not, for of such is the 
kingdom of God ..... and he took them up in his 
arms, put his hands upon them, and blessed them.” 
(Mark x. 14,16. See, also, Matt. xix. 14; Luke xviii. 
16.) With this example, then, before us, we ask with 
confidence, Would the Church be justifiable in refusing 
to receive into her communion as subjects for Christ’s 
mercy, by the rite appointed for that purpose, infants 
brought to her under the circumstances supposed, or 
rather is she not bound to require of her members 
that their infants should be thus brought to her to be 
received by her into her communion, as those whom 
Christ’s example when he was upon earth shows that he 
is ready to accept and bless ? 

(4) If infants are susceptible of the enjoyment of any 
Christian privileges, as of the remission of sins, spiritual 
grace, &c., and baptism is appointed by our Lord to be 
observed as a rite introductory to admission into the 
Christian Church, and the enjoyment of such privileges, 
then the Church is not only justified in admitting infant 
baptism, but bound to enjoin the practice upon her 
members. 

Now, for the proof of the first of these points, I refer 
to the following passages: Jer. i. 5; Ezek. xvi. 20, 21; 
Luke i. 15.; and also to the admission of Jewish infants, 
by the rite of circumcision, to the privileges of the Old 
Testament Covenant, which clearly shows that the tender 
age of infants does not render them insusceptible of the 
enjoyment of such privileges. For the proof of the 
second of these points, viz. that baptism is a rite ap- 
pointed to be observed as introductory to admission into 
the Christian Church, and the enjoyment of Christian 
privileges, I refer to the following passages: Acts ii. 41; 
Rom. vi. 3,4; 1 Cor.-xii. 13; Col. ii.12; and especially 
to the text already quoted, that “ except aman be born of 
water and of the Spirit he cannot enter into the kingdom 
of God.” (John iii. 5.) 

These two points, then, being clearly decided by Scrip- 
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ture in the affirmative, the consequence which follows 
from them is equally clearly established.! 

Such, then, are the clear, and, as it appears to many, de- 
cisive arguments which Scripture affords us in favour of 
infant baptism. And I will only add, that Hooker con- 
sidered this doctrine to be a necessary deduction out of 
Scripture,? and that Bishop Taylor, in his last work, ex- 
pressiy rebukes his Romish antagonist for taking the 
ground which our opponents here maintain on_ this 
question.’ 

And when this doctrine is denied, we, in order to con- 
firm the correctness of our deductions from Scripture, re- 
fer to the practice of the primitive Church, as showing 
how they understood the matter. Wedo not make our 
appeal here to any doctrinal statements of the Fathers, as 
conclusive evidence of what doctrinal statements were de- 
livered orally by the Apostles on the subject. But we 
refer to their statements of what passed under their own 
eyes, the daily practice of the Church, and hence obtain 
an argument for the correctness of our interpretation of 
Scripture on this point. 

And in all matters that concern the practice of the 
Church, we obtain from the statements of the early 
Fathers conclusive evidence as to the observance or 
non-observance of this or that rite or usage at that time, 
and therefore evidence sufficient 2n such a case to justify 
us when following them. And even a justification of the 
usage is sufficient in infant baptism ; for, be it observed, 
that, as Bishop Stillingfleet says,—“'The main question 
between us and the Antipzdobaptists, is not concern- 
ing an absolute and express command for baptizing 


1 We might, I think, add to these an argument derived from the rite of 
circumcision being administered to infants ; but as our opponents deny almost 
any correspondence between the rites of circumcision and baptism, I content 
myself with noticing it here. 

* See his Eccl. Pol. bk. i, c. 14, 

3 Diss. from Popery, Pt. ii. bk. i. § 3. Works, vol. x. pp. 430, &s., where 
the bishop has also vindicated the Protestant grounds of faith in various other 
points. 
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infants; but whether our blessed Saviour hath not, by 
a positive precept, so determined the subject of bap- 
tism, viz., adult persons professing the faith, that the 
alteration of the subject, viz., in baptizing infants, be not 
a deviation from, and perversion of the institution of 
Christ, in a substantial part of it; or, in short, thus, 
Whether our Saviour hath so determined the subject of 
baptism, as to exclude infants, And although the ques- 
tion being thus stated, the proof ought to lie on those 
who affirm it, yet, taking in ONLY THE HELP OF SCRIPTURE 
AND REASON, it were no difficult matter to prove directly 
and evidently, that infants are so far from being excluded 
baptism by the institution of Christ, that there are as 
many grounds as are necessary to a matter of that nature, 
to prove that the baptizing them is suitable to the institution 
of Christ, and agreeable to the state of the Church, under 
the Gospel. For, if there were any ground to exclude 
them, it must be either the incapacity of the subject, or 
some express precept and institution of our Saviour. But 
neither of these can be supposed to do it.” This he pro- 
ceeds to show at some length, and then adding some evi- 
dences to “ show how suitable the baptism of infants is to 
the administration of things under the gospel,” he men- 
tions, as one of them, “ Had it been contrary to Christ’s 
institution, we should not have had such evidence of its 
early practice in the Church, as we have. And here I 
acknowledge the use of Apostolical tradition to manifest 
this to us ... We grant that the practice of the 
Church, from Apostolical times, is a great confirmation 
that it was never Christ’s intention to have infants ex- 
cluded from baptism.”! Where we may see that the view 
we have taken above of the use of patristical tradition in 
this matter, is precisely that of Bishop Stillingfleet. 

The second case is the doctrine of the observance of 
the Lord’s Day. 

In this there are three distinct points for consideration. 
First, that which relates to our assembling on the Lord’s 

* Rational Account, &c. Part 1. c. 4. pp. 106—8, 
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Day for public worship; Secondly, that which relates to 
the necessity of such an appropriation of the day by all 
Churches, as a divine institution ; and thirdly, that which 
relates to abstinence from our usual worldly occupations 
on that day. 

In all these, Scripture will be found a sufficient guide. 
In the second, indeed, it alone can be an authoritative 
guide; and in the third, it will be found practically our 
only definite guide. 

First, then, the custom of assembling on the first day 
of the week for public worship, is clearly mentioned in 
Scripture as one followed by the Apostles and primitive 
Christians. Thus, on its first occurrence after our Lord’s 
resurrection, we find the disciples assembled together ! 
with the doors shut, for fear of the Jews, (John xx. 19,) 
at which time our Lord first appeared to them, and gave 
the Apostles their commission (vy. 19—23); and “after 
eight days again his disciples were within,” and Jesus again 
vouchsafed his presence to them (v. 26) ;* that is, in other 
words, the next time of their assembling together, was on 
the recurrence of the first day of the week. 

Of this custom mention is again clearly made in the 
Book of the Acts, where the sacred historian writes, we 
“came unto them to Troas . . . where we abode seven 
days. And upon the first day of the week, when the dis- 
ciples came together to break bread, [iterally, the disciples 
being met together to break bread], Paul preached unto 
them, ready to depart on the morrow.”$ 


! Ovens ovy ofnas Ty Hepa. exewy TH bia TwY TaBBurwy x.7.r. (John xx. 
19.) Of the meaning of the phrase, rm ma Tw caPBarwy, there can be no 
doubt, as it is used by ail the four Evangelists to represent the day on which 
our Saviour rose from the dead; sometimes with, and sometimes without, the 
article; as, for instance, may caBBarwy, Matt. xxviii. 1. Tys mas cuBBarwr, Mark 
xvi. 2. 77 pa Tov caBBarwy, Luke xxiv. 1. 7y mia Tov coBBurwv, John xx. 18 

2 MeO’ fyuepas oxrw, “after eight days ;” i. e. (according to the Jewish mode 
of reckoning, including the day from which the reckoning was made,) the same 
day in the following week. 

3 HA@opev mpos avrous ets THY Tpoada,. . . ob dieTpipamev neepas érta., Ev 
de 7 mia Tov cabBarwr, covnypevov Toy mabnTwy Tov KAagaL aproy, 6 Tlavdos 
dieAeyero avrois, meAAwy ektevar Ty emavpiov, Acts xx. 6,7. 


40 THE CHRISTIAN RELIGION 


Here, then, we find that St. Paul stayed with these 
Christians seven days; and that during these seven days 
there was one, “ the first day of the week,” on which “ the 
disciples being met together to break bread,” Paul 
preached unto them. We hear nothing of any assembly 
on any other day; and on this the assembly was not, it 
appears, called together by St. Paul; but being met on 
that day, he took the opportunity of addressing them, 
and the object for which they were assembled was “ to 
break bread;” that is, confessedly, to celebrate the eu- 
charist, the reception of which was one great object for 
which the early Christians “came together in the Church;” 
(See 1 Cor. xi. 17—20) whence the Apostle calls it 
“coming together to eat.” (1 Cor. xi. 33.) 

Again, the day is mentioned in Scripture as one on 
which the alms of the Christians were to be laid by for 
their poorer brethren. “Concerning the collection for 
the saints,” says St. Paul, “as I have given order to the 
Churches of Galatia, even so do ye. Upon the first day 
of the week let every one of you lay by him in store, as 
God hath prospered him; that there be no gatherings 
when I come.”? 

This shows that the day which the former passages 
prove to have been used as a day for their assembling 
together for public worship, was also appointed for the 
act of charity here mentioned ; a further proof of its ap- 
propriation to religious purposes generally. 

Lastly, we find in the Book of Revelation a day dis- 
tinguished by the title “the Lord’s Day ;’? which shows 


1 Kara may caBButov Exacros tuov map’ Eavtw ribeTw, Oncavpifwy 6 TL av 
evodwrat, iva pn dtay €AOw, ToTE AoyiaL yiv@vTat. 1 Cor. xvi. 2. Perhaps a 
better translation of these words than that in our authorized version would 
be, ** Let every man lay by him for (or, against) the first day of the week,’ 
&c. ; that is, for the collection which was then made at the time of their being 
assembled together for public worship, as we learn from the earliest Christian 
writers, as we shall see presently. For otherwise, if each man’s store was laid 
by him, there must have been a collection when the Apostle came, as much as 
if this had not been done. 

? Eyevouny ev Tivevjari ev Tn Kuptarn nuepa. Rey.i. 10. We may add here, 
that the Codex Wechel. reads the passage in 1 Cor. xvi. 2. just referred to, Kata: 
Muay caBBatwv tTHv Kuptarny. 
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that at the time when the Apocalypse was written, “the 
Lord’s Day” was a day generally known among Chris- 
tians ; and the name itself shows on whose account it was 
observed, and to whom it was considered sacred. Now 
this name is invariably applied by the earliest Christian 
writers to signify the first day of the week, as consecrated 
to the Lord’s service as the day on which he rose from 
the dead. Thus, for instance, Ignatius is, I believe, uni- 
versally interpreted as speaking of the Lord’s Day in his 
Epistle to the Magnesians.1. Melito, Bishop of Sardis, 
composed a book entitled, “ Concerning the Lord’s Day.”? 
Dionysius, Bishop of Corinth, in his Epistle to the 
Romans, says, “This day, being the Lord’s Day, we have 
kept holy.”? It is also very evidently spoken of under 
this title, by Clement of Alexandria.* And by Tertul- 
lian expressly ; “ On the Lord’s Day,” he says, “ we con- 
sider it a sin to fast, or to pray kneeling.”® The name 
is also to be found in Cyprian and Origen; but it is un- 
necessary to trace it further. 

From these passages of Scripture, then, it is very clear 
that on the first day of the week the Apostles and primi- 
tive Christians were in the habit of assembling together 

1 Myxert caBBurifovres aAAa Kata Kupianny Sony Cwvres, ev H Kar ) Sw 
jpov avereirev OY avrov. Icnat. Ep. ad. Magnes. § 9. 

2 Tlep: Kupiaxns. Euseb. Hist. Eccl. lib. iv. c. 26. Where Eusebius also 
mentions his having written a work Tep¢ tov raoxa, which shows that the former 
work did not apply to that subject. 

3 Tv onuepov Kupiaxny ayray juepay dinryaryouev. EKuseb. Hist. Eccl. lib. 
lye: 23. 

4 The Gnostic, he says, Kupiacny exewny thy jmepay more, 67 ay amoBadAn 
avdoy vonua Kat yvworiKoy mpocrAapn, THY ev uvTw TOV Kupiov avaoraci dota- 
twy. Strom. lib, vii. p. 877. ed. Potter. (Sylb. 744.) We may note also the 
following passage in the “ Excerpta Theodoti” usually printed with the works 
of Clement,—‘H pev ovy mvevparixwy avamavots ev Kupiakn ev orydoad1 n Kupiarn 
ovouatera. § 63. p. 984. ed. Potter. (Sylb. p. 798. D.) The passage is evi- 
dently somewhat corrupt, but sufficiently clear for our present purpose. 

5 Die Dominico jejunium nefas ducimus vel de geniculis adorare. Tertull. 
De cor. mil. c. 3. p. 102. ed. 1664, The name is also to be found in the 
“ Questiones et respons. ad orthod.” (q. 115.) attributed to Justin Martyr, in 
which it is stated that the custom of standing at prayer on Sunday, is said hy 
Irenzus, in his work, TMeps rov Macxa, to have been a custom of the Church 
from the times of the Apostles. 
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for religious purposes, and of considering the day more or 
less sacred to Christ, calling it the Lord’s Day. 

And with respect to this matter of fact, if the testimony 
in Scripture had been less, the records of the primitive 
Church would have been sufficient to show us its practice 
in this respect, (though not to trace it quite so far back,) 
and thus to recommend the practice to us. 

The testimonies we have already adduced, when speak- 
ing of the name by which this day was known, show its 
observance by the Church at that period. I will, there- 
fore, here only add one more from Justin Martyr. 
“ Upon the day called Sunday, all, both of those that live 
in cities, and those that live in the country, meet together 
in one place; and the gospels of the Apostles,’ or the 
writings of the Prophets, are read as time will permit. 
Then when the reader has ceased, the president? addresses 
them, by way of admonition and exhortation to the imi- 
tation of the excellent things they have heard. Then we 
all rise up together and pray ; and, as I have already said, 
when we have finished praying, bread is brought, and 
wine and water; and the president offers, to the best of 
his ability,> prayers and thanksgivings ; and the people 
add their voice in consent, saying, Amen; and there is a 
distribution and communication of the Eucharist to each 
one, and it is sent to those who are not present, through 
the deacons. But the wealthy, who please, give accord- 
ing to their pleasure, each one what he pleases, of that 
which belongs to him; and the collection is deposited 
with the president, and he assists the orphans and widows, 
and those who, from sickness, or any other cause, are in 


1 Ta amouynuoverpara twy AmooroAwy, which he elsewhere explains by the 
words & KaAerTat evaryyeAra. 

2 “O mpocoTws. 

3 Oon Suvopus avtw, These words have been sometimes considered a proof 
that the prayers and thanksgivings were extempore ; but in the former part of 
the Apology (§ 13. p. 51.) the same words are used with reference to Christians 
generally, (60m Suvapis awvouvres,) and therefore seem rather to refer to the 
conduct and dispositions of the worshipper, than the words uttered. See further 
proof in L’Estrange’s Alliance of Divine Offices, pp. 207, 8. ed. 1690. 
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want, and those who are in prison, and foreigners dwell- 
ing among us; and, in a word, bestows his care upon all 
that are in need. But we all meet together on Sunday, 
because it is the first day ; that in which God, having pro- 
duced a change in darkness and matter, made the world; 
and that Jesus Christ our Saviour rose from the dead on 
that day.” } 

Other testimonies might easily be added; and if any 
one is inclined to dispute whether this was the practice of 
the Church at that time, we refer to these testimonies, 
without any injury to our argument, as conclusive evi- 
dence that it was, and hence draw an important argu- 
ment for its observance by all Churches to the end of 
time. 

But this is a point on which we must take higher 
ground, and therefore proceed to— 

The second question relating to this subject, namely, 
that which respects the necessity of such an appropriation 
of the day by all Churches as a divine institution. 

That it is necessary, we are agreed; and the proof, as 
it appears to me, rests upon two grounds, first the prac- 
tice of the Apostolical Church, and, secondly, the sanctifi- 
cation of one day in each seven by God himself, which 
day the practice of the Apostolical Church appears to 
show was transferred under the Christian dispensation 
from the seventh to the first, in honour of our Saviour’s 
resurrection. Both these, then, may be derived from 
Scripture; nor could the necessity of the practice be 
established, as it appears to us, but upon Scripture tes- 
timony. 

First, the practice of the Apostolical Church. This, as 
we have seen, is manifested by Scripture. And the 
practice of the primitive Church shows that they regarded 
it as of perpetual observance. And I suppose it hardly 
needs to be argued, that in such a matter the fact that a 


1 Justin, Mart. Apol. 1. § 67. ed. Bened. pp. 83, 4. See also the Epistle 
ascribed to Barnabas, § 15, and the well-known letter of Pliny to Trajan, 


44 THE CHRISTIAN RELIGION 


day was set apart for public worship by the Church when 
it included the Apostles, is quite sufficient of itself to ren- 
der it incumbent upon all Churches to follow their ex- 
ample. 

And we thus place it upon the ground of Apostolical 
and primitive practice (in the absence of an express 
Apostolical command) in contradistinction to the founda- 
tion upon which our opponents would place it, namely, 
certain patristical statements of what our Lord or his 
Apostles orally delivered, in which we eannot place the 
same reliance as in those which concern the practice of the 
Church to which they were eye-witnesses. I may observe, 
also, that I have yet been unable to find one testimony 
during the whole of the first three centuries, in which it 
is stated that any such command was delivered by our 
Lord or his Apostles; nor, as it appears to me, do we need 
any. I am quite ready to admit, however, that as the tes- 
timonies of several Fathers in favour of a doctrine is to a 
certain extent an argument in favour of it, so may we de- 
rive a confirmation of our views respecting the Lord’s 
day, from the statements of several of the Fathers in the 
fourth and fifth centuries, as Eusebius, Athanasius, Am- 
brose, &ec., that this day was specially commanded to be 
observed by our Lord and his Apostles. I will only ob- 
serve, that a more stringent proof with me would be that 
passage in Clement of Rome, a contemporary of the 
Apostles, where he says that “we ought to do all things 
in order whatsoever the Lord commanded us to perform, 
at the times appointed, and to be careful that our offerings 
and public services are performed; and he has com- 
manded these to be done, not at chance times and without 
order, but at certain fixed times and seasons,’ &c.1 Which 
passage, when coupled with the practice of the Aposto- 
lical Church, and coming from a contemporary of the 
Apostles, has great weight. 


1 Tlayra Taker moey opetAomev, doa 6 Acomorns emiteAe exeAevoEeY KATA Kul- 
pous TETaYyMEVOUS’ TUS TE TPOTPOpas Kal AELTOUPLUS EMLTEAELTOML, KOL OUK ELKN N 
araKkTws ekehevoey YyivErOat, AAN wpiomevols Keupots Kot pas. Ep.ad. Corinth, 
i. § 40. ed. Jacobson. vol. i. pp. 136, 138. 
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But the necessity of the practice is usually placed upon 
still stronger grounds, viz. the sanctification of one day in 
each seven by God himself, from the beginning, which 
day, the practice of the Apostolical Church appears to 
show, was transferred under the Christian dispensation 
from the seventh to the first, in honour of our Saviour’s 
resurrection. 

It will not, I suppose, be denied, that the sanctification 
of the seventh day by God himself from the beginning 
must be proved by Scripture authority, or not at all, 
however it may be confirmed from other sources; and if 
such sanctification be proved, then it seems to follow that 
when the Apostles, who were guided in such matters 
by the Spirit of God, abrogated the seventh day Sab- 
bath, and devoted the first day of the week to the pur- 
poses of religion, as we have shown from Scripture they 
did, they substituted that first day for the seventh as a day 
to be sanctified by us. 

And without attempting here fully to discuss this 
point, which would occupy us too long, I shall only refer 
our opponents to what “ the judicious” Hooker says on 
the subject, which may show them that I have here 
placed this matter precisely upon the foundation on which 
he has rested it. “ The moral law,” he says, “ requiring 
a seventh part throughout the age of the whole world to 
be that way employed, although with us the day be 
changed in regard of a new revelation begun by our Sa- 
viour Christ, yet the same proportion of time continueth 
which was before, because in reference to the benefit of 
creation, and now much more of renovation, thereunto 
added by him, which was Prince of the world to come, 
we are bound to account the sanctification of one day in 
seven a duty which God’s immutable law doth exact for 
ever.” (Eccl. Pol. bk. v. c. 70.) 

And then proceeding to notice other days which eccle- 
siastical precept and usage had appropriated as festival or 
sacred days, he justly animadverts upon the folly of those 
who thought that the Church had no right to require the 
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observance of such days, while at the same time he ma- 
nifestly considers all those days to stand upon a very 
different footing to that which had express Apostolical 
and divine sanction for its observance. (See the whole of 
C712) 

But if we consult the Fathers on this point, we shall 
find them altogether at variance as to the observance of 
one day in seven as a holy day from the beginning, and 
three of the earliest and best authorities among them, 
namely, Justin Martyr! Ireneus,? and Tertullian,? dis- 
tinctly maintaining that the Patriarchs before Moses did 
not observe any such day, which would completely cut 
away the ground from under us in this argument for the 
necessity of observing the Lord’s day, because by such 
statements they make it merely a Jewish ordinance. 

The third point involved in this matter is that which re- 
lates to abstinence from our usual worldly occupations on 
this day. 

The proof of this is, I need hardly say, to be found in 
what we have just been endeavouring to show, namely, that 
the observance of the first day of the week under the 
Christian dispensation, corresponds with the observance 
of the seventh under the Old Testament dispensation, the 
two days being alike dedicated to the service of God, and 
differing in the precise mode of observance only accord- 
ing as the dispensations differed from each other. 

But that a unanimous consent of Fathers can be shown 
for this, is a point which I must leave for our opponents to 
prove. I should have no wish to disturb it if it could be 
proved, nor have [ any inclination to enter here upon 
any attempt to disprove it, but the passages I have re- 
ferred to in the note below may be worth considering 
before any such assertions are ventured respecting it.4 


1 Dial. cum Tryph. § 19. p. 119. ed. Ben, 
2 Ady. her, lib. iv. c. 30. ed. Grab. 
% Adv. Jud. cc. 2 and 4, 


* For the first three centuries we have unfortunately nothing definite on the 
points but after that period there occur passages which, if we pretend to rest the 
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The next example is,—the perpetual obligation of the 
eucharist. 

Our opponents seem to care but little how they weaken 
the Scriptural foundation for the doctrines and rites of 
the Christian religion, if only they can force us to a de- 
pendance upon their beloved “ tradition,” or surely they 
would never have resorted to such a statement as this. 
Not to notice our Lord’s command, “Do this in remem- 
brance of me,” where the notice of the object for which 
the rite is to be observed is sufficient at once to stamp it 
as one of perpetual obligation, what I would ask is the 
meaning of St. Paul’s words that in this rite we “show 
the Lord’s death till he come?” (1 Cor. xi. 26.) 

It would be a waste of words, however, to enlarge on 
such a point. 


point in question upon the unanimous consent of the Fathers, will need some 
skill in interpreting to reconcile them with others. Thus Constantine himself 
directs,—“ Omnes judices, urbaneque plebes, et cunctorum artium officia ve- 
nerabili die solis quiescant. Ruri tamen positi agrorum culture libere licen- 
terque inserviant : quoniam frequenter evenit, ut non aptius alio die frumenta 
sulcis, aut vinee scrobibus mandentur, ne occasione momenti pereat commodi- 
tas ceelesti provisione concessa.”—Cod. Justin. lib. iii. Tit. 12. De feriis. 1. 3. 
ed. Lips. 1705, vol. ii. col. 194. The direction of the Laodicean council rny 
KupLakny mpoTimwyTas, evye SuvavTO, cXoAaLev, (Conc, Laod. can. 29. in Bibl. 
Justell. p. 52.) may perhaps be reconciled by supposing the words evye duvayto 
to refer to slaves and persons under the power of another, but this, be it ob- 
served, is not the explanation given by Balsamon and Zonaras. The third 
Council of Orleans decrees, “ Quia persuasum est populis die dominico agi 
cum caballis aut bobus et vehiculis itinera non debere, neque ullam rem ad 
victum preparare, vel ad nitorem domus vel hominis pertinentem ullatenus 
exercere, (que resad Judaicam magis quam ad Christianam observantiam per- 
tinere probatur) id statuimus, ut die dominico, quod ante fieri licuit, liceat. 
De opere tamen rurali, id est, arato, vel vinea, vel sectione, messione, excus- 
sione, exarto [exerto] vel sepe censuimus abstinendum, quo facilius ad eccle- 
siam convenientes orationis gratie [gratia] vacent.” (Concil. Aurel, iii. Can. 28, 
Concil. ed. 1671. vol. v. col. 302.) What can we say, moreover, to the passage 
of Jerome, where, speaking in praise of Paula and her companions, he says 
“ Die dominico ad ecclesiam procedebant ex cujus habitabant latere. Et un- 
umquodque agmen matrem propriam sequebatur, atque inde pariter rever- 
tenes, instabant operi distributo, et vel sibi, vel ceteris indumenta faciebant.” 
(Hieron. Ep. ad Eustoch. Epitaph. Paule matris. Ep. 108. § 19, ed. Vallars. 
Venet. 1766. vol. i. col. 712.) 
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And were we to go to the records of the primitive Church 
to confirm our view of the matter, the appeal, be it ob- 
served, would be not to the Fathers as witnesses of what 
the Apostles said, nor to what “the ages immediately 
succeeding’ the Apostles thought,” respecting it, but merely 
to the practice of the Church. 

We are next sent to tradition to assure us of the iden- 
tity of our mode of consecration in the eucharist with the 
Apostolical, which Mr. Keble considers to be essential to 
our receiving any benefit from it. But surely the ac- 
counts of this matter given us by the Evangelists and by 
St. Paul in his first Epistle to the Corinthians (xi. 23, 
&s.) are sufficient on this head, and if not, 1 know not 
how Mr. Keble can prove more to be Apostolical, unless 
he rests upon Liturgies known to be either spurious, or 
more or less interpolated, or of too late a date to prove any 
thing, which he must excuse us from receiving as any 
certain evidence of the precise mode in which the Apo- 
stles acted. But alas! he seems to think that such evi- 
dence is conclusive. For thus he writes ;— Not to dwell 
on disputable cases . . . . where, except in the primitive 
Liturgies, a main branch of that tradition, can we find 
assurance that in the Holy Eucharist we consecrate as 
the Apostles did, and consequently that the cup of bless- 
ing which we bless is the communion of the blood of 
Christ, and the bread which we break the communion of 
the body of Christ?” (p. 38.) Mr. Keble forgot that he 
had first to show that such identity in the form used was 
necessary to assure us of an acceptable celebration of the 
eucharist. He implies that we cannot be sure, unless we 
use the same form of words with the Apostles, that our 
celebration of the eucharist is acceptable to God. I beg 
to ask, Why not? He might as well assert that we could 
not be sure that our prayers were acceptable to God 
unless we prayed precisely in the same words that the 
Apostles did. One might suppose he was speaking of 
some magical incantation. Why any precise form of 
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words should be necessary it is difficult to conceive, nor, 
as far as I am aware, can even patristical tradition be 
pleaded in favour of such necessity. 

Tradition is said further to teach us that “ consecration 
by apostolical authority is essential to the participation of 
the eucharist,” that is, the elements must be blessed by 
one ordained by succession from the Apostles. For this 
Mr. Keble quotes the following passage from Ignatius ;— 
“ Let that eucbarist be accounted valid which is under the 
bishop or some one commissioned by him;”?! and adds, as 
follows,—“ Wherein he lays down the rule which we 
know was universally received in the Primitive Church 
[? how] that consecration by Apostolical authority is 
essential to the participation of the eucharist, and so far 
generally necessary to salvation. Now supposing this 
could not be at all proved from Scripture, (as it may, 
in a great measure, to the satisfaction of unprejudiced minds,) 
still it might be accepted on the above evidence as a neces- 
sary rule of Church communion without infringing on 
our sixth Article.”? He considers, therefore, that no one 
receives the eucharist, who does not receive it so conse- 
crated. This is given as an instance that a rule may be 
both Divine and generally necessary to salvation, and yet 
not be contained in Scripture, and Mr. Keble holds that 
this view is not opposed to the sixth Article. For the 
doctrine that such consecration is necessary he holds that 
it would be wrong to put into the Creed, because the 
knowledge of this doctrine, he thinks, is not necessary toa 
right and faithful participation of the eucharist, though 
clearly according to his view of the matter a man is en- 
tirely deprived of the benefits of the eucharist unless he 
acts as if he had that knowledge, and by this distinction 
he hopes to escape condemnation by the sixth Article. 
Now, supposing that a participation of the eucharist is 


1 Ad Smyrn. ¢. 8. 

2 Serm. p. 78. Combining this doctrine with what is maintained in Tract 
85, p. 51, that the sixth chapter of St. John’s gospel refers to the Lord’s sup- 
per, the members of unepiscopal churches are left altogether without hope, 


VOL. IL. E 


50 THE CHRISTIAN RELIGION 


generally necessary to salvation, I ask, whether, if we 
teach upon the authority of “tradition,” that that eu- 
charist only is valid which is consecrated by one episco- 
pally ordained, and consequently that we must partake of 
the eucharist so consecrated, we do not teach something 
as “requisite or necessary to salvation,’ which “is not 
read in Holy Scripture, nor may be proved thereby?” and 
thereby offend against the sixth Article, for the Article 
not only speaks of what is “to be believed as an article of 
the faith,” but also that “whatsoever” is not so proved is 
not to be “ thought requisite or necessary to salvation.” Tf, 
then, Mr. Keble wishes not to fall under the condemna- 
tion of the sixth Article, he will, I think, find it necessary 
to fall back upon his Scripture proof, which where he will 
find, it is difficult to conjecture. 

But dismissing the question of the consistency of this 
statement with the Article, let us proceed to the consi- 
deration of the doctrine here maintained. It is asserted 
that in the absence of all proof from Scripture, the single 
passage of Ignatius is sufficient to show that it is a neces- 
sary rule of Church communion, that is, of communion 
with the Universal Church, and hence, of course, the 
Foreign Reformed Churches are excluded from the pale 
of that communion. 

Now, as to the propriety and validity of such consecra- 
tion, be it remembered, there is no question with any 
party, nor do we doubt its being, under ordinary circum- 
stances, the orderly consecration. The practice of the 
primitive Church may be taken as a sufficient testimony 
of that. Indeed, the separation of certain persons as 
spiritual teachers and leaders of the worship of the people 
would at once point them out to us as, under all ordinary 
circumstances, the dispensers of the sacraments. Be it 
observed, then, that as a point of ecclesiastical order, we 
maintain firmly that, under all ordinary circumstances, 
the clergy are the only proper dispensers of the sacra- 
ments, But as to the essential necessity of such consecra- 
tion, in all cases and under all circumstances, that is the 
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question. If it can be proved from Scripture, as Mr. 
Keble says, well and good. But against such a doctrine 
being laid down on the authority of the passage in Igna- 
tius, or half a dozen such passages, we must protest. For, 
in the first place, Ignatius had a particular case in his 
eye, and was addressing a Church where purity of doctrine 
and worship existed, and where, therefore, there was no 
reason why the performance of the offices of the Church 
should be taken out of the hands of those who had been 
separated for that service, and consequently it follows 
not from these words, that if Ignatius had been addressing 
the Christians of the West in the fifteenth or sixteenth 
century, he would have used the same language, or 
said to them as he did to the Magnesians, Do nothing 
without your bishops. And secondly, we protest against 
such a doctrine being laid down on the authority of a few 
passages of the antient Fathers, even if they did speak of 
it either as an Apostolical doctrine, or as one universally 
received in the primitive Church. Nay, further, we must 
take still higher ground, and call in question the alleged 
fact of its universal reception in the primitive Church, 
even upon the showing of the records that remain to us. 
The truth is that this doctrine is derived from the sup- 
position that the eucharist is a true and proper sacrifice 
to God, and that the clergy are true and proper priests, 
alone authorized by God, through ordination by succes- 
sion from the Apostles, to offer it,—a supposition which I 
need not say is utterly unsupported by Scripture, for its 
defenders scarcely venture to claim such support for it, 
but what is more, one which the records of the Apostoli- 
eally-primitive Church also repudiate. On these points 
we shall have occasion to speak more at large presently ; 
but as it respects the point in hand, it is impossible for 
any ingenuity to get over the passage of Tertullian which 
Dodwell has vainly attempted to explain away.! | The 
passage is as clear as words can make it. Speaking 


! See his “ De jure laicorum sacerdotali.” 


Bace 


52 _ THE CHRISTIAN RELIGION 


against second marriages, he says, “‘ We shall be foolish 
if we suppose that what is not lawful to priests is lawful 
to laymen. Are not those of us who are laics priests? 
It is written, ‘He hath made us kings and priests to God 
and his Father.’ The authority of the Church has ap- 
pointed the difference between the Order and the People, 
and the dignity is sacred, where there is an assembly of the 
Order, so where there is no assembly of the ecclesiastical 
Order you both offer [i. e. in the Eucharist] and baptize, 
and are alone a priest to yourself. Moreover, where there 
are three, there is a Church, although they be laymen. 
For each one lives by his own faith, nor is there respect 
of persons with God, since not the hearers of the law, but 
the doers are justified by God, as the Apostle says. 
Therefore, if you have in yourself the rights of a priest 
where necessity requires it, it is right that you should also 
conform to the discipline befitting a priest, where it may 
be necessary to have the rights of a priest. Do you bap- 
tize after a second marriage? Do you offer after a second 
marriage? How much worse is it for a layman twice 
married to act asa priest, when the power of acting as 
a priest is taken away from a priest himself upon con- 
tracting a second marriage? But you say it is conceded 
to the necessity of the case. No necessity is admitted 
but that which cannot be otherwise. Take care not to 
be found a digamist, and you do not fall into the necessity 
of administering that which it is not lawful for a digamist 
to administer. God would have all of us so cireumstanced 
as to be every where ready to perform his sacraments.’ 
Whatever may be thought of this passage in other 
respects, one thing is clear, that Tertullian had no notion 


! Vani erimus, si putayerimus quod sacerdotibus non liceat laicis licere. 
Nonne et laici sacerdotes sumus? 


Scriptum est, Regnum quoque nos et 
sacerdotes Deo et Patri suo fecit. 


Differentiam inter Ordinem et Plebem 
constituit Ecclesie auctoritas, et honor per Ordinis consessum sanctificatus, 


adeo ubi Ecclesiastici Ordinis non est consessus, et offers, et tinguis, et sacer- 
dos es tibi solus. Sed ubi tres, ecclesia est, licet laici. Unusquisque enim 
sua fide vivit, nec est personarum acceptio apud Deum; quoniam non audi- 
tores legis justificantur a Deo sed factores, secundum quod et Apostolus dicit. 
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that consecration by a bishop or presbyter was essential 
to the participation of the eucharist, but distinctly held 
that, in their absence, it was quite competent to a layman 
to celebrate it, which shows that he regarded it merely as 
a matter of ecclesiastical order. For this passage, which 
had been shamefully falsified in the editions of Pamelius,! 
we are indebted to the honesty of Rigaltius, who gave the 
passage as he found it, and, in his first edition,? added a 
note explanatory of the passage, and admitting from it the 
power of a layman both to baptize and offer the eucharist, 
in a case of necessity such as here contemplated ;* but 
suffered for his temerity in affixing such a note, being 
vehemently attacked for it by Albaspineus, Archbishop 
of Orleans, in his treatise “ On the Eucharist,’ and others, 
and afterwards, the matter being carried before the Pope, 
forced to make his peace for it with Rome in the best 
way he could ;* and for this note are substituted, in his 
subsequent editions, some evasive words, that have no 
meaning. 

And for such an application of this passage, I have the 
authority of as learned a witness in such matters as can 
well be adduced, namely, Bingham, who says, with refer- 


Igitur si habes jus sacerdotis in temetipso ubi necesse est, habeas oportet 
etiam disciplinam sacerdotis, ubi necesse sit habere jus sacerdotis. Digamus 
tinguis? Digamus offers? Quanto magis laico digamo capitale est agere pro 
sacerdote, quum ipsi sacerdoti digamo facto auferatur agere sacerdotem? Sed 
necessitati, inquis, indulgetur. Nulla necessitas excusatur que potest non 
esse. Noli denique digamus deprehendi, et non committis in necessitatem 
administrandi quod non licet digamo. Omnes nos Deus ita vult dispositos 
esse ut ubique sacramentis ejus obeundis apti simus. Trrtrutit. De exhort, 
castit. c. 7. p. 522. ed. 1664. The doctrine that three laymen constitute a 
Church is repeated in his De Pudicit. ¢. 21. 

? See vol. 1. pp. 21], 212, 

? Par. 1628. 8vo. 

3 See note pp. 137, 8. 

' 4 The opinion of Rigaltius was defended by Grotius in his Treatise, “ De 
administratione cen ubi Pastores non sunt.” To this Petavius replied in 
his treatise, “ De potestate consecrandi et sacrificandi sacerdotibus a Deo con- 
cessa.”” Salmasius, under the name of Walo Messalinus, followed on the 
same side as Grotius, in his treatise “ De Episcopis,” and afterwards Henry 
Dodwell on the other, in his “ De jure laicorum sacerdotali.” 
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ence to this passage, “Tertullian grants no other priest- 
hood to laymen save that they may baptize in case of abso- 
lute necessity, when none of the ecclesiastical order can be 
had [and therefore in the same case celebrate the eucha- 
rist, for Tertullian’s words apply alike to one sacrament 
as to the other]; WHICH WAS ACCORDING TO THE PRINCIPLES 
AND PRACTICE OF THE PRIMITIVE CHURCH.” He adds, 
in which I cordially agree with him, “ But does by no 
means confound the offices of clergy and laity together, 
unless any one can think cases ordinary and extraordi- 
nary all one.”! 

Nor is this passage of Tertullian the only one which 
shows that at that period there was no such notion enter- 
tained as that which our opponents here urge upon us, 
and even seem to regard as vital. There is a remarkable 
passage of a similar kind in Justin Martyr, in which he 
clearly speaks of all Christians being priests of God, as 
being persons admitted by him to offer acceptable sacri- 
fices to him, even the sacrifices of prayer and praise, men- 
tioning particularly among the latter that made in the 
eucharist of the bread and wine. These are his words. 
““ We [Christians] are G'od’s true sacerdotal race, as also 
God himself testifies, saying that, in every place among the 
nations they shall offer to him acceptable and pure sacri- 
fices. But God accepts sacrifices from no one but from 
his priests. God, therefore, having willingly received 
all of us who, through this name, offer the sacrifices which 
Jesus Christ has directed to be made, that is in the 
eucharist of the bread and the cup, which in every place of 
the earth are made by Christians, witnesses that we are 
well-pleasing to him ;” and then, a little further on, very 
clearly shows what he means by “sacrifices” in these 
words,—“ That, therefore, both prayers and thanks- 
givings (eucharists) made by tHu worTHy are the only 
perfect and acceptable sacrifices to God, I also affirm. For 
these alone Christians have been taught to perform, both 
for a memorial of their food, both as to meat and drink, 

' Antiq. of the Christian Church, bk. i. c. 5, § 4. 
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and one in which a commemoration is made of the passion 
which God [the Son] of God suffered for them.”} 

As far, then, as it regards the essentials of the sacrament 
itself, the eucharist of pious Christians [aéwy] is, accord- 
ing to Justin Martyr, an acceptable sacrifice to God. 
The office of the bishop or presbyter, then, with respect 
to it is a point not affecting the reality of the sacrament, 
but one of ecclesiastical order, and one therefore, be it re- 
membered, which, in the eyes of Him who has instituted 
the ministerial office, and who is the God of order, is of 
no little moment. 

Before I conclude this head, I would also point the 
reader’s attention to a remarkable passage on this subject, 
in the writings of another Romanist, though, it must be 
admitted, one upon whom Rome appears to have had a 
very slight hold, though, nevertheless, one of her most 
learned sons, I mean Erasmus. In a Letter to Cuthbert 
Tonstall, Bishop of Durham, he says,—“It is evident 
that in the times of the Apostles there was a communion 
which laymen made among themselves, with the offering of 
prayer and praise, and that bread, as is probable, they 
called the body of the Lord, as even in the Holy Scrip- 
tures the same word is frequently applied to the sign and 
the thing signified. ... Nor do we find any place in 
the Canonical writings where the Apostles certainly con- 
secrated the body of the Lord, as it is now consecrated on 
the altar, except one passage in the eleventh chapter of 
the first Epistle to the Corinthians, and nevertheless in 


1 Apxtepatixoy To aAnOwoy yevos eopev Tov Oeov, ws Kat avtos 6 Ocos paprv- 
pel, emov bTL ev mayTt ToTW Ev ToLS EOVETL DvoLasS EVapEeoTOVs avTw Kat Kabapas 
mooopepovres. Ov dexerat de map’ ovdevos Ovotas 6 Oeos, ec py Sia Twy lepewy 
avrov. Tlavras ovy of dia Tov ovoporos TovTou Ouatas &s mopedoxcey Inoous 6 Xpic- 
Tos yweoOa, TOVTETTLY ETL TN EVXAPLOTLA TOV apTOV Kat TOV ToTNPLOV, TAS EV 
TOVTL TOTW THS "yNS ywomevas bro TwY Xpioriavwv, mpokaBwv 6 Ocos, wapTuper eva- 
peoTous brapxew auTw®..... “OTL Mey ovy Ka EvX ML Kat EVXApLOTLAL bTO Tw 
akioy yivomeval, TEAELOL MoVaL Kol EVapEdTOL ELoL TW Dew Ovotat, KoL avTOS PN’ 
TaVTA yap mova Kat Xpiortiavor TapehaBov more, Kat em’ ovauynoet Se THS Tpopys 
avtov Enpus Te Kat bypas, ev 7 Kar Tov Tadous 6 wemovOe Ot avrov [avTous | 6 Ocos 
Tov @cov pewynta. Just. Marr. Dial. cum. Tryph. §§ 116, 117. pp. 209, 
210, ed. Ben, (pp. 344, 345, ed. Col. 1686.) ‘ 
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the tenth chapter, whence this discourse of Paul had ori- 
ginated, there is apparently no reference to priestly con- 
secration.” 1 

There can be little doubt, I think, what were the senti- 
ments of Erasmus when he penned this. 

I proceed to the remaining points, which relate to the 
ministerial office and character. 

We are told that we are indebted to tradition for the 
knowledge of— 

The separation of the clergy from the people as a dis- 
tinet order. 

What may be the precise meaning of this, I am not 
sure. If it means that the clergy are priests to sacrifice 
for the people, or that they are so separated from the 
laity that none of the duties of their office could, under 
any circumstances, be performed by a layman without 
sacrilege or profane presumption ; then, certainly, Serip- 
ture is altogether deficient in such information ; and so, as 
I shall hereafter show, is “tradition” too. Or if it bea 
matter of words and names, we may not be able to find it 
in Scripture. It is necessary, then, in order to give a 
clear and definitive answer on this point, to know what is 
the precise claim made for the clergy. 

But if the claim be that which alone either Scripture 
or Fathers will warrant, namely, that they-are persons set 
apart in accordance with the expressed will of our Lord 
and his Apostles, to minister to mankind in spiritual 
things, and thus have an office which others, not so set 
apart, have not, and therefore ought not, under ordinary 


' Deinde constat temporibus Apostolorum fuisse synaxim, quam laici inter 
se faciebant adhibita precatione et benedictione, et eum panem (ut est proba- 
bile) appellabant corpus Domini: ut frequenter etiam in sacris literis eadem 
vox signo et rei signatee accommodatur. . . . Nec usquam in canonicis literis 
invenitur, ubi Apostoli certo consecraverint corpus Domini, sicut nunc conse- 
cratur in altari, excepto uno loco prioris ad Corinthios Epistole xi. et tamen 
in x. capite unde fluxerat hic Pauli sermo, non videtur agi de consecratione sa- 
cerdotali, Erasmi. Rot. Ep. Cuthb. Tonstall. Inter Epist. lib. 26. Ep. 
59, col, 1478,9. ed. Lond, 1642. 
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circumstances, to interfere with, then I do not under- 
stand how it can be maintained that the distinction be- 
tween such persons and the general body of Christians is 
not to be found in Scripture. What is the meaning of 
the following texts? “ He gave some, apostles; and some, 
prophets; and some, evangelists; and some, pastors and 
teachers ; for the perfecting of the saints, for the work 
of the ministry, for the edifying of the body of Christ; 
till we all come in the unity of the faith, and of the 
knowledge of the Son of God, unto a perfect man, unto 
the measure of the stature of the fulness of Christ. (Eph. 
iv. 11—13.) “For this cause,” says St. Paul to Titus, 
“left I thee in Crete, that thou shouldest set in order 
the things that are wanting, and ordain elders in every 
city, as I had appointed thee; if any be blameless, &c,” 
(Tit. i. 5 & seq.) ‘“ We beseech you, brethren, to know 
them which labour among you, and are over you in the 
Lord, and admonish you, and to esteem them very highly 
in love for their work’s sake.” (1 Thess. v. 12,13.) “ Re- 
member them which have the rule over you, who have 
spoken unto you the word of God, whose faith follow.” 
(Heb. xiii. 7.) “Take heed,” says St. Paul to “the elders 
[or presbyters]of the Church” of Ephesus, “untoyourselves, 
and to all the flock, over the which the Holy Ghost hath made 
you overseers, to feed the Church of God, which he hath 
purchased with his own blood. For I know this, that 
after my departing shall grievous wolves enter in among 
you, not sparing the flock. Also of your own selves shall 
men arise, speaking perverse things, ke.” (Acts xx. 17, 
28—30.) 

Does not Scripture, then, clearly teach us that there 
were, from the first, certain men peculiarly set apart by 
Divine and Apostolical direction, for “the work of the 
ministry” and direction of the Church? Nay, one of our 
opponents’ own witnesses, Dr. Hammond, will tell them 
that, as to the distinction between the laity and the clergy, 
it is obvious enough in the sacred Scriptures of the New 
Testament. For there we find frequent mention, as of 
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bishops, priests, and deacons, so also of the brethren and the 
faithful? 

That the distinction, however, was such that laymen 
were unable, under any circumstances, to perform any of 
those acts for the performance of which the clergy were 
set apart, is quite another question; and if our opponents 
mean to contend for such a distinction as this, then, not 
only will Scripture, but the Fathers also, fail them in 
proving it. This I have already shown under a former 
head, and, therefore, shall here only add what the author 
of the Commentary on the Ephesians, attributed some- 
times to Hilary the Deacon, sometimes to Ambrose, tells 
us. “It was granted to aut,” he says, “at first, both to 
preach the gospel, and to baptize, and to interpret the 
Scriptures in the Church.” 

And as it respects, at least, preaching the gospel and in- 
terpreting the Scriptures, even in the Church, it is evident 
from Scripture that, in the Apostolical times, these acts 
were not unfrequently performed by those who had not 
been expressly ordained for the purpose. “They that 
were scattered abroad” after the death of Stephen “ went 
everywhere preaching the gospel.” (Acts viii. 4.) “They 
which were scattered abroad upon the persecution that 
arose about Stephen, travelled as far as Phenice, &c. 
preaching the word. . .. And some of them spake unto 
the Grecians, preaching the Lord Jesus. And the hand 


* Quod ad rem [i.e. laicorum et clericorum distinctionem] attinet, ea 
sacris Instrumenti Novi Scriptoribus satis nota est. Imo et voces plane 
.coduvapoveat et ad illud ipsum quod Ignatius adstruit indicandum destinate 
ubique obvie sunt. Ibi enim ut emoxorov, mpecButepwy, Siaxovey, &c., ita et 
adeApay et morwy, mentionem non semel factam videmus. Hammonp. 
Diss. contra Blondell. &c., diss. 2. c. 6. Works vol. 4. Appendix, p. 750. 

? Omnibus inter initia concessum est, et evangelizare, et baptizare, et Scrip- 
turas in Hcclesia explanare. Comm, in Eph.iv.11,12. Inter Ambros. 
Op. ed. Ben. tom. 2, app. col. 241. I would here remark also that at a meet- 
ing of the Archbishops of Canterbury and York, and a considerable number 
of the Bishops, in the time of Archbishop Sharp, convened for the purpose of 
considering the question of the validity or invalidity of lay baptisms, with 
reference to the dissenters, it was unanimously agreed that such baptisms were, 
in the view of our Church, valid. See Archbishop Sharp’s Life, vol. i. pp. 369 
& seq. 


FULLY REVEALED IN SCRIPTURE. 59 


of the Lord was with them, and a great number believed 
and turned unto the Lord.” (Acts xi. 19—21.) And St. 
Paul in his Epistle to the Corinthians clearly forbids none 
but women to teach in their public assemblies, if only it 
was done with due attention to order so that there were 
not two speaking at the same time. (See 1 Cor. xiv. 26— 
34.) And ifthis example be objected to, on the ground 
that the Apostle spoke only of those who had some extra- 
ordinary direct illapse of the Spirit upon them, without 
altogether allowing the force of the objection, I reply that 
this only shows that such spiritual gifts for the work of 
the ministry were not confined to those who were espe- 
cially ordained for it by imposition of hands. Such also 
was the custom with the Jews in their synagogues. Our 
blessed Lord was constantly permitted to teach in their 
synagogues, (see Matt. iv. 23, ix. 35. Luke iv. 15, 31— 
33, 44. John xviii. 20,) and so were his disciples, (see 
Acts ix. 20. xiii. 5,) nay invited, for we read that on one 
oceasion, “after the reading of the law and the prophets, 
the rulers of the synagogue sent unto them, saying, Ye 
men and brethren, if ye have any word of exhortation for 
the people, say on.” (Acts xiii. 15.) 

The custom, therefore, was not unlikely to prevail for a 
time in the early Christian assemblies, though doubtless 
it was soon found inexpedient, and tending to produce 
rivalry and confusion. 

We are not, however, without instances even of a later 
date. Such things were not at all apt to alarm the 
Church, even at a subsequent period, and when oceurring 
under circumstances that certainly made them objection- 
able; for Eusebius, after telling us that Origen, when he 
had fled from Alexandria to Cesarea, was asked by the 
bishops there to expound the Scriptures in the Church, 
though not ordained a presbyter, gives us an extract from 
a letter written by Alexander, Bishop of Jerusalem, and 
Theoctistus, Bishop of Caesarea, to Demetrius, Bishop of 
Alexandria, who had blamed them for this, in which they 
say, “ What you have added in your letters that it was 
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never before heard of or done, that laymen should preach 
in the presence of bishops, you have in this strangely and 
most widely wandered from the truth. For where there 
are found such as are able to profit the brethren, those 
the holy bishops voluntarily exhort to preach to the peo- 
ple. Thus Euelpis was asked to preach by Neon at La- 
randa, Paulinus by Celsus at Iconium, Theodorus by At- 
ticus at Synnada, who were our most blessed brethren. 
And the same thing was probably done elsewhere, al- 
though it does not come within our knowledge.”? Such 
proceedings, I confess, appear irregular and disorderly, 
and likely to lead to much evil. Nor can they be reason- 
ably defended on the ground that such lay ministrations 
were allowed in the Apostolical times, because the cir- 
cumstances under which they were done were very diffe- 
rent when the Church was in her infancy ; but our oppo- 
nents would, I think, do well to consider how strongly 
these occurrences in the early Church go to disprove their 
assertion, that for their high-flown notions of the exclu- 
sive rights of the clergy in things spiritual they have the 
universal consent of pure antiquity. 

I pass on to the doctrine of,— 

The threefold order of the priesthood ; another point 
for which, according to our opponents, we are indebted 
to tradition. 

To see the labours of our great divines who have pointed 
out the clear and plain authority we have in Scripture 
for the threefold order of our ministry thus dismissed as 
unavailing, for the mere purpose of bolstering up the 
cause of “tradition,” is indeed melancholy. - The very 
ground upon which our greatest theologians have rested 
the strength of their cause in this matter is thus aban- 
doned, and the constitution of our ministry placed upon 
a foundation of sand. 

To add anything new to the proofs which our divines © 
have so frequently adduced from Scripture on the point 


4 TapovTwy emickoT@Y Aatkous opiAEty. 
5 Buseb. Hist. Eccl. vi. 19. 
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we are now considering I pretend not, but will briefly re- 
mind the reader how the case really stands. 

For some time after our Lord’s ascension, the Church 
was confined to Jerusalem, and the work of the ministry 
performed apparently by the Apostles alone. (See Acts 
ch. ii—y., particularly i. 42. iv. 35. v. 29, 42.) But 
“ when the number of the disciples was multiplied,” (Acts 
vi. 1.) it was considered by the Apostles, that there were 
some parts of the ministerial office which might with ad- 
vantage be delegated to others, and accordingly the order 
of deacons was appointed for the subordinate duties of the 
ministry, in order that the Apostles might “give them- 
selves continually to prayer and to the ministry of the 
word,” (Acts vi. 4,) and they were ordained to their office 
by the imposition of hands by the Apostles. (Acts vi. 6.) 

Further, we find that in the Church thus existing at 
Jerusalem there was also an order of presbyters, sharing 
with the Apostles themselves the supreme government of 
the Church, for upon the dispute respecting circumcision, 
“ the apostles and elders [presbyters] came together for to 
consider of this matter.” (Acts xv. 6.) And though it 
appears that there were others present in such councils 
besides them, (Acts xv. 22, 23,) yet it is evident that the 
decisions depended upon the Apostles and elders [pres- 
byters] only, for it is said that Paul and Silas “as they 
went through the cities delivered them the decrees for to 
keep that were ordained of the apostles and elders [pres- 
byters| that were at Jerusalem.” (Acts xvi. 4, see also 
xxi. 18, 25.) Evidently, then, there were in the Church 
at Jerusalem three distinct orders, apostles, presbyters, 
and deacons. Who the presbyters were, or how appointed, 
or to what office, we have yet to inquire. 

Passing on, then, to a subsequent period of the Apo- 
stolical history, we find the Apostles “ ordaining presby- 
ters in every Church,” (Acts xiv. 23,) and St. Paul upon 
passing on one occasion near Ephesus, where a Church 
had been planted, sends for “the presbyters of the Church,” 
and gives them this exhortation, “Take heed unto your- 
selves, and to all the flock, over the which the Holy Ghost 
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hath made you overseers [or bishops, ewvxorouc) to feed the 
Church of God which he hath purchased with his own 
blood.” (Acts xx. 17, 28.) In what the office of these 
presbyters, then, consisted, and how they were appointed, 
wecan have no doubt. And we find from this passage, as 
well as from others to which we shall allude presently, 
that they then had the name of bishops; and I need 
hardly observe that this in no respect militates against 
what we are now attempting to prove, because it is not 
the name but the thing for which we contend. ‘They were 
overseers of their particular flocks, and so are elsewhere 
said to preside (xpororaobar) over them, (see | Thess. v. 12, 
and 1 Tim. v. 17,) a word which is used also by Justin 
Martyr with reference to the minister who officiated in 
the public congregation.? 

But our proof is at present, no doubt, incomplete. 
Pass we on, therefore, to the Epistles of St. Paul to Ti- 
mothy and Titus; and there, particularly in the former, 
we shall find clear and distinct evidence of that for which 
we are inquiring. ‘Timothy was then stationed at Ephe- 
sus, where the presbyters or bishops were whom St. Paul 
had addressed as we have seen above; and from this 
Epistle we learn that besides them (1 Tim. iii. 1 et seq.) 
there were also deacons (ili. 12, et seq.), respecting whom 
the Apostle gives certain directions ; and, with the excep- 
tion of the directions he gave to Timothy himself, these 
are the only ecclesiastical orders or ranks of whom he speaks ; 
and to Timothy he gives such directions as these ;— 
“ Against a presbyter receive not an accusation, but before 
two or three witnesses. Them that sin rebuke before all, 
that others also may fear. I charge thee before God and 
the Lord Jesus Christ, and the elect angels, that thou 
observe these things, without preferring one before 
another ; doing nothing by partiality. Lay hands suddenly 
on no man.” (v. 19—22.) He is to “charge some that 
they teach no other doctrine” than what the Apostle had 
taught (i. 3), and the directions of the Apostles as to the 


' He calls him the president 6 mpoecrws in passages already cited above 
from his first Apology. 
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character of the presbyters and deacons is given, that he 
might know how to act in the Church (iii. 15). Here, then, 
is clearly one of an order or rank distinct from that of the 
presbyters and deacons ; a president, or pastor, or, as we 
now call it, bishop of the presbyters and deacons. 

In the Epistle to Titus, we read as follows,—‘“ For this 
cause left I thee in Crete, that thou shouldest set in order 
the things that are wanting, and ordain presbyters in 
every city, as I had appointed thee: if any be blameless, 
&e.; for a bishop must be blameless, as the steward of 
God, &c.” (Tit. i. 5, et seq.) “There are many unruly 
and vain talkers. . . whose mouths must be stopped. . . 
Wherefore rebuke them sharply” (@. 10—13). “A man 
that is an heretic, after the first and second admonition, 
reject” (iil. 10). Here, then, we find Titus commissioned 
by the Apostle to perform the same duties at Crete, as 
Timothy was at Ephesus. And these directions to Timothy 
and Titus become doubly forcible in proof of the point in 
question, when we compare them with the language of 
the Apostle to Churches where no such president appears 
to have been appointed ; as, for instance, the Corinthian, 
to which the Apostle says,—“ the rest will I set in order 
when I come.” (1 Cor. xi. 34.) And, as it respects the 
important point of ordination, let us observe that the 
language used in these Epistles, shows that it belonged 
exclusively to them to ordain; not merely from the charge 
of ordination being expressly delivered to them alone, but 
from the power given them over the presbyters, which 
renders it absurd to suppose that the presbyters there 
might of themselves appoint others to be presbyters, and 
thus have the power of introducing any teachers they 
pleased into the Church. 

By what particular name these presidents of the 
Churches were then known, is a question of comparatively 
little moment. There is some evidence, however, in 
favour of their having had the title of Apostles. That 
several besides the twelve had this title, is clear;1 and 


1 See Rom. xvi. 7. &c. 
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the phrase “Apostles of the Churches,” (a7oarodoe 
exkhnowy) occurs in 2 Cor. vill. 23, and not improbably 
designated those who had been appointed by the Apostles 
who bore the immediate commission of our Lord, to have 
the chief superintendence of those Churches; and thus 
St. Paul, when writing to the Philippians, calls Epaphro- 
ditus their Apostle We may observe, therefore, that in 
this Epistle to the Philippians, we have another remark- 
able testimony to the position that the clergy then con- 
sisted of three orders, corresponding to those which have 
been received in all episcopal Churches. For this epistle 
is addressed by the Apostle to the saints at Philippi, 
‘with the bishops and deacons,” (Phil. i. 1,) which shows 
that these were the only orders of ministers then present 
at Philippi; to whom, however, we are to add Epaphro- 
ditus, their Apostle, who was then with St. Paul, having 
been sent to him by the Church at Philippi, (Phil. iv. 18,) 
and who returned to Philippi with St. Paul’s letter. (11. 
25, et seq. &c.) In the Book of Revelation we find them 
spoken of (as we shall see presently) under the name of 
the angel of the Church over which they presided, a name 
very similar in meaning to that of Apostle; and in the 
writings immediately succeeding the Apostolical times, 
we find such persons known by the name of bishops of the 
Churches. 

But all with which we are here concerned is, the office 
itself,—and for that, as we have seen, we have, in the 
Epistles to Timothy and Titus, clear and distinct proof.? 


* Phil. ii. 25. duwv amrocroAov. Our translators have rendered it messenger, 
asin 2 Cor. viii. 23. 

? Theodoret states, as a known fact, that “they formerly called the same 
persons presbyters and bishops; and those that are now called bishops, they 
named Apostles ; but afterwards they left the name of the Apostleship to those 
that were truly Apostles ; and gave the name of the episcopate to those who 
were before called Apostles.” Tous avrous ckaAovy more mpeoBurepous kat emic- 
Komous* Tous de vuy Kahoupevous emickomous amocToAous wyouatoy’ Tou de Xpovov 
MpotovTos, TO Mev THS ATOTTOANS ovOMG TOLS GANOws aMooTOAOLS KaTEALTOY' THY 
de TS emioKoTns Tpoonyopiay Tos TaAGL KaAOVMEVOLS aTooTOAOLS erefecur, 
Tuxovorer, In Ep. 1. ad Tim. iii. 1. Op. tom. 3. p. 652. ed. Schulz. 1769. 
It appears to me not,improbable that the name Apostle was used only to de- 
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And besides these three orders, we read of no others 
being appointed by the Apostles; for the other names we 
meet with, as prophet, &c., are not descriptive of persons 
set apart by the Apostles to fulfil certain duties, but of 
those who had received an extraordinary gift of the Holy 
Spirit, such as the name imported. The standing ministry 
of the Church consisted of the three orders only ; but, in 
the infaney of the Church, it pleased God to qualify many 
others in a peculiar way to take a part in the work of 
spiritual instruction. And this may, in a great measure, 
account for the apparent exercise of parts of the minis- 
terial office by those who did not belong to any of the 
three orders at this period ; and should make others, whe 
are apt to plead their example, somewhat more cautious 
of an unnecessary interference with the ministerial func- 
tion. 

Having, then, thus found in Scripture distinct evidence 
for the Apostolical institution of these three orders in the 
ministry, we appeal further to the practice of the earliest 
times of the Church, as testified to us by those who were 
eye-witnesses of it, to give to any who may be unconvinced 
by the evidence of Seripture, (and however clear and suffi- 
cient it may be, this may happen,) additional proof that 
our views of the matter are correct. But it is upon Scrip- 
ture that we rely for the proof of the Apostolicity of these 
three orders. We have no other testimony to the Apos- 
tolicity of such matters sufficient to bind the consciences 
of the whole Church to the necessity of their observance, 
as our opponents are themselves forced practically to 


note those whom the Apostles themselves had appointed to the presidency of 
the Churches (and not perhaps latterly, i.e. in the latter part of St. John’s 
life, to these;) and that those who succeeded them, not having had Apostolic 
appointment to their office, contented themselves with a name which had been 
before either common to all presbyters, or at least applicable to presbyters 
who had nothing more than an ordinary pastoral charge. The name Apostle, 
we may observe, is given by Clem. Alex. to Clement of Rome, when quoting 
his first Epistle-to the Corinthians, 6 aroaroAos KAnyns. Strom. lib. 4. p, 609, 
ed. Potter. (al. 516.) 
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admit (as we shall see presently) in some points of a similar 
nature, which they have themselves abandoned. 

The next point for our consideration, is one which has 
been, in a measure, anticipated in the last; but demands, 
from its importance, a separate notice, namely, 

The government of the Church by bishops. 

We have already observed that originally the name 
bishop was given to the presbyters. But the point in 
question is not the name but the thing ; i. e. Whether there 
is Scriptural proof that there were, in the Churches of the 
Apostolical times, besides the presbyters and deacons, any 
presidents or superintendents of such Churches, corres- 
ponding to what we now call bishops, by whatever name 
they might then be known; whether Apostles, angels, or 
any other title. 

The answer to this question, then, may be found under 
our last head ; for we have there shown that Scripture dis- 
tinctly informs us that Timothy and Titus were such pre- 
sidents of the Churches of Ephesus and Crete respec- 
tively. 

And I would here also point the reader’s attention to the 
fact, that the Scripture evidence on this point is so clear, 
that it has been freely admitted by many of the best divines 
of the foreign reformed Churches; a fact, which all who 
wish well to episcopacy, should duly consider before they 
attempt to deprive their cause of its best support. Thus 
Abr. Scultetus, commenting on the Epistle to Titus, ob- 
serves that episcopacy is of divine right because the 
Apostles set bishops over presbyters;! and he acknow- 
ledges that this Epistle shows that the power of ordination 
and the direction of ecclesiastical matters, rests in them. ? 
“We learn hence,” says Calvin on Tit. i. 5, “ that there 
was not then an equality among the ministers of the 
Church, but that one was with authority placed over 

* See Confessions and Proofs of Protestant Divines that Episcopacy is ac- 


cording to the word of God, &c. Oxf. 1644, 4to. pp. 18, 19, 
? In Tit. ¢, ii, 
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others.’ That we have Scripture authority for episcopacy, 
is also clearly admitted by Luther;? and Isaac Casaubon 
says, “ Bishops, priests, and deacons are founded upon 
clear testimonies of Scripture.” (Apertis Scripture testi- 
moniis.) 

Further ; there is also another portion of Scripture af- 
fording equally strong evidence for the point we are now 
considering, namely, our Lord’s Epistles to the seven 
Churches of Asia in the Book of Revelation, which are 
addressed to the angels of those Churches. True, indeed, 
it is, that attempts have been made to explain away this 
evidence, by interpreting the word angel to apply to 
either the whole Church, or the whole body of pastors in 
it; or, in short, anything rather than that which it so ob- 
viously denotes, namely, some one individual recognized 
as chief or president of the Church. It is not, surely, 
without reason, that it may be said obviously to denote 
it, when we find it confessed by so many, whose preju- 
dices would have favoured another interpretation. It is 
thus interpreted by, among others, Diodate, Theodore 
Beza, Bullinger, Marlorate, Gualther, Piscator, Pareus, 
and Peter Martyr. And Scultetus says, “ All the most 
learned interpreters by angels expound the bishops of 
the Churches, nor can it be otherwise interpreted without 
violence to the text.”® And Cartwright says,—“ The let- 
ters written to the Churches were therefore directed to 
the angel, because he is the meetest man by office by 
whom the Church may understand the tenor of the let- 
ter.”® Our last witness shall be Grotius, who says,— 


1 Confessions, &c. p. 34. 

2 Si Pontifices et Episcopi desinant Evangelium persequi, &c. . . , . pare- 
bimus libenter ipsorum autoritati, guam verbo divine videmus communitam. 
Luth. in Hos. ii, 2, 

3 Exercit. See “ Confessions, &c.” p. 7. 

4 See “ Confessions and Proofs, &c.” pp. 45—47. 

5 Doctissimi quique interpretes per septem Ecclesiarum angelos interpre- 
tantur septem Ecclesiarum episcopos, neque enim aliter possunt, vim nisi 
facere textui velint. Abr. Scult. Obs. in Tit. In “ Confessions, &c.” p. 47. 

© On the Rhem. Test. on Apoc, ii. See “ Confessions, &c.” p. 47. 
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“ Our fourth proposition is this, that this episcopacy is 
approved by Divine law ; or as Bucer says, it seemed good 
unto the Holy Ghost that one among the presbyters 
should be charged with a peculiar care. The Divine 
Apocalypse affords an irrefragable argument for this 
assertion, for Christ himself commands that a letter 
should be sent unto the seven angels of the Asian 
Churches. They who by angels understand the Churches 
themselves, manifestly contradict the Holy Scriptures, 
for ‘ the candlesticks are the churches,’ Christ says, ‘ and 
the stars are the angels of the seven churches.’ It is 
surprising how far men are carried away by the love of 
contradicting, when they dare to confound things so 
clearly distinguished by the Holy Spirit. We.do not 
deny that the name angel may, in a general sense, be 
applied to every pastor, but here it is manifest that it is 
used for one in each Church. Was there, then, only one 
pastor in each city? By no means. For from the 
times of St. Paul there were several presbyters appointed 
at Ephesus to feed the Church of God. Why, then, are 
the letters sent to one in each Church, if no one had a 
certain peculiar and eminent function ?” } 

In this portion of Scripture, then, we have a distinct 
recognition on the part of our Lord himself of the office 
which we now call the episcopal office; and beyond the 
mere recognition of such presidents of the Churches by 
the epistles being addressed to them, we must observe 
that they are described as stars held in his right hand. 
(Rev. i. 16,°20.) 

True, the Churches themselves are so far addressed in 
these Letters through their presidents, that we cannot 
draw any decisive argument from them as to the power 
possessed by these officers, but that they had a general 
power of superintendence and control cannot of course 
be questioned, because for what else could they be made 
presidents of the Churches. But as it respects the duties 


' Grot. De imper. Summ. Pot. circa sacra, c. 11. pp. 316, 17. ed. Paris. 
1647. 12mo. 
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and powers of such officers, we have sufficient informa- 
tion in the Epistles to Timothy and Titus. 

Let me remind the Tractators of what Hooker has 
said on this point. “To the Apostles in the beginning, 
and to the bishops always since, we find plainly both in 
Scripture and in all ecclesiastical records, other ministers 
of the word and sacraments have been subordinate ;”! and 
respecting our Church polity generally, he hesitates not 
to say against the Nonconformists, “ If we did seek to 
maintain that which most advantageth our own cause, the 
very best way for us, and the strongest against them, 
were to hold, even as they do, that in Scripture there 
must needs be found some particular form of Church 
polity which God hath instituted, and which for that 
very cause belongeth to all Churches to all times.” ? 

I must add further, however, that when we find that 
the presbyters were, at Jerusalem, joined with even the 
Apostles themselves in the Conciliar meetings by which 
the weightier matters relating to the Church were deter- 
mined, and that the decrees issued were spoken of as the 
decrees of “the Apostles and presbyters,” (Acts xv. 6. 
xvi. 4. xxi. 18, 25,) we seem to have in this very suffi- 
cient Scripture testimony to the doctrine, abundantly 
recognized in primitive antiquity, and by the constitution 
of the Diocesan and Provincial Synods in our own 
Church, that in such matters the bishops or presidents of 
the various Churches were not to act alone, but with the 
advice and consent of the presbytery of their Church. 
« As the presbyters,” says Dean Field, “ may do nothing 
without the bishop, so he may do nothing in matters of 
greatest moment and consequence without their pre- 
sence and advice. Whereupon the Council of Carthage 
(Cone. iv. Can. 23,) voideth all sentences of bishops which 
the presence of their clergy confirmeth not.”* “ With 


1 Keel. Pol. iii. 11. 

2 Tb. iii. 10. fin. The reason why he does not press this argument is, he 
tells us, because in such points laws ordained by God himself, and found in 
Scripture, are mutable. 

3 Of the Church, bk. v. c. 27. 
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the bishop,” says Archbishop Usher, speaking of the pri- 
mitive Church, “ who was the chief president, (and 
therefore stiled by Tertullian, in another place, De bapt. 
c. 17. Summus Sacerdos, for distinction sake,) the rest of 
the dispensers of the word and sacraments joined in the 
common government of the Church, and therefore where, 
in matters of ecclesiastical judicature, Cornelius, bishop 
of Rome, used the received form of gathering together the 
presbytery, (Cornel. ap. Cypr. ep. 46,) of what persons 
that did consist Cyprian sufficiently declareth, when he 
wisheth him to read his Letters ‘ to the flourishing clergy 
which there did preside, or rule, with him, (Cyprian. 
ep. 55. ad Cornel.); the presence of the clergy being 
thought to be so requisite in matters of episcopal audi- 
ence, that in the fourth Council of Carthage it was con- 
cluded, ‘ That the bishop might hear no man’s cause 
without the presence of the clergy, and that otherwise 
the bishop’s sentence should be void, unless it were con- 
firmed by the presence of the clergy, (Cone. Carthag. iv. 
c. 23,) which we find also to be inserted into the canons 
of Egbert, (Excerpt. Egbert. c. 43,) who was Archbishop 
of York in the Saxon times, and afterwards into the body 
of the Canon law itself. (15. q. 7. cap. Nullus.)’! Nay, 
even with respect to ordination, an act which peculiarly 
belongs to the office of bishop, as appears by. the Epistles 
to Timothy and Titus, it is in confesso that some pres- 
byters ought to join with the bishop in the act of imposi- 
tion of hands; not, perhaps, as sharing in the very act 
itself of ordination, but as signifying their assent to the 
act performed by the bishop. All which shows that the 


! The Reduction of Episcopacy, &c. ed. by Dr. Bernard, 1656. 8vo. pp. 4, 5. 
On this subject see also Bingham’s Antiq. ii. 19. $§ 7, 8. It must be remem- 
bered that we are here speaking of the primitive Church. Circumstances 
may, as in our own Church, have placed a greater distinction between a 
bishop and a presbyter than what is here recognized, and the episcopate be 
graced, through the favour of Christian Powers, by a pre-eminence and autho- 
rity in the State which have materially altered the relative positions of a 


bishop and presbyter of a Church in many respects, but we are here speaking 
of the constitution of the Church itself. 
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government by bishops is not of a strictly monarchical, 
but of a mixed and limited nature. Not but what their 
sentence, when accordant with the recognized laws of the 
Church, may be valid and sufficient in the case of indi- 
viduals, but in the promulgation of laws for the observance 
of their Church, it will, I think, be found that the best 
testimony is in favour of the doctrine, that they are in 
such matters to act not ex suo motu alone, but with the 
advice and consent of the presbytery of their Church. 
This is not, however, the place to enlarge upon this topic, 
and therefore I will only add here, as a remark pertinent 
to our present subject, that upon this further question as 
to the kind and amount of power confided to bishops, 
Scripture is, as much as on the main question, our only 
certain guide; for the moment we get beyond the powers 
clearly conceded to Timothy and Titus, that moment we 
find antiquity itself divided in opinion. 

Upon this point, then, of episcopal government, we 
conclude with the same remark as in the last case, that 
having found it clearly and distinctly recognized in 
Scripture as of Apostolic institution, we refer to the 
practice of the infant Church, as testified by eye-witnesses 
of it, to confirm the correctness of our interpretation of 
the (as it appears to us) plain testimony of Scripture, and 
to show also (if any still doubt its Apostolic origin) how 
agreeable such a mode of Church government was to the 
views of the earliest Christians ; and might certainly ad- 
duce a mass of evidence sufficient, it might be supposed, 
to convince the most incredulous and reluctant reader. 
There are, indeed, some among the patristical testimonies 
to this point, which afford peculiarly strong evidence on 
the subject; as, for instance, the testimony of Irenzus 
to the appointment of Polycarp to be Bishop of Smyrna 
by the Apostles, a matter of fact coming under his 
own observation, in which his testimony is entitled to 
a very different degree of estimation to that which is due 
to his statement of doctrine orally delivered by the Apos- 

1 Ady. her, lib. 3. c. 3. Compare his Ep. ad Florin, 
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tles, as our opponents wiil themselves confess, when they 
recollect his statements of Apostolical teaching respecting 
the millennium. 

I conclude, therefore, that we have Scripture proof, 
confirmed by the testimony of the primitive Church, that 
it was an Apostolical institution that the presbyters and 
deacons of each city or district, with the congregations 
belonging to them, suclr districts being larger or smaller 
according to cireumstances, should have a president or 
bishop placed over them to superintend the affairs of that 
Church, and ordain ministers as their circumstances might 
require. 

There remains, lastly, for our consideration, the doc- 
trine of— 

The Apostolical succession. 

On this point we must enter somewhat more fully, as 
under these words different doctrines may be maintained. 

Some of those who are attached to the presbyterian 
form of Church-government contend for the Apostolical 
succession of the ministry, but think that it is sufficiently 
maintained by confining the right of ordination to pres- 
byters ; who maintain therefore that individual presbyters 
may ordain and introduce whom they please into the 
office of the ministry. This, however, is an extreme 
which no locally-established Chureh ean practically admit, 
and accordingly we find various limitations placed upon 
the exercise of this right as we advance from the lowest 
presbyterian model of Church government to the Churches 
of Sweden and Norway, where, though the form of go- 
vernment is Episcopal, their bishops were originally con- 
secrated by a presbyter. 

The doctrine of the succession, as held by our Church, 
may be summed up in these two points, (1.) that as the 
power of ordination and general superintendence of the 
Church, including the clergy, was committed by the Apos- 
tles to the presidents of the Churches, such as Timothy 
and Titus, only, and was not entrusted to mere presby- 
ters, so this power could only be properly exercised by 
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those who succeeded such presidents in their presidency, 
and that consequently all ordinations not performed by 
such a prelate of the Church are irregular and not accord- 
ing to the rule left with the Chureh by the Apostles, and 
therefore under ordinary circumstances inadmissible. 
And (2), that the only regular mode of admission to the 
episcopal office is by episcopal consecration. 

With such a statement, however, of the doctrine of the 
Apostolical succession our opponents would be wholly dis- 
satisfied. Running, as we submit, into the opposite extreme 
to those we have before mentioned, they hold (1) That 
the episcopal order is so wholly different from that of the 
presbyters, that the consecration of bishops by bishops is 
so essential by divine and Apostolical ordinance to render 
them capable of performing the duties of the episcopal 
function as to ordination and Church government, and 
by consequence to the succession of orders of any kind in 
the Church, that wherever the chain of successional epis- 
copal consecration is lost, there are none duly qualified to 
preach the word or administer the sacraments, and that 
those who are not in communion with a ministry so con- 
stituted form no part of the Church.t (2) That sacra- 
mental grace or the grace of the sacraments flows only 
through ministers who have received such episcopal ordi- 
nation, and that through them only we can maintain com- 
munion with Christ ;? and they hold also “ the exclusive 
virtue of the sacraments as ordinary means to their re- 
spective graces.”> (3) That by such episcopal ordination 
is conferred in all cases the gift of the Holy Spirit to 
abide in the person ordained, “ as for all other parts of his 
office, so for the custody of the good deposit, the funda- 
mentals of doctrine and practice,”* which is called ‘the 

1 See Tracts 1, 4, 7, 10, 17, 24, 33, 52, 54, 57, 60, 74, and Keble’s Serm. 
App. pp. 95, et seq., and Pref. to Hooker, pp. li, et seq. 

2 See, among other passages, Keble’s Pref. to Hooker, p. lxxvii, where he 
speaks of “the necessity of the Apostolical commission to the derivation of 
sacramental grace, and to our mystical communion with Christ.” 

3 Keble’s Pref. to Hooker, p. Ixxxiy. 

4 Keble’s Serm. App. p. 105. 
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doctrine of ministerial grace derived by succession from 
the Apostles,”! or, as elsewhere, the doctrine of “ episcopal 
grace.” 

The consequence of all which is, that a Christian com- 
munity in which there is no regular episcopal apostolical 
succession is no part of the Church of Christ, has no valid 
sacraments: (for though they may exist in name they are 
not recognized by God, and no grace is given in them) ; 
and as the virtue of the sacraments is in ordinary cases 
held to be the exclusive means to their respective graces, 
and through them only communion with Christ can be 
maintained, such communities are destitute of any ordi- 
nary means of attaining the graces attached to a faithful 
reception of the sacraments, and of maintaining commu- 
nion with Christ. 

A sufficiently hard case this, certainly, and not to be 
assigned to any, without very cogent reasons ; more espe- 
cially to a large number of Christian communities, irre- 
proachable in the fundamentals of the faith. 

Truly our opponents have well learned the lesson 
which they have been taught by the monk of Lerins; 
thinking, I suppose, that one who always guided himself 
by what “everybody always everywhere” had said must 
be right, and he certainly felt no hesitation in hurling still 
more clearly-expressed anathemas. Witness his beautiful 
and charitable language about the Donatists. ‘“ Who,” 
saith he, “is so wicked as to deny, that the Donatists, and 
such other pests, shall burn for ever with the devil ?’s 

Alas, that such language should ever have been used 
respecting any who were sound in the fundamentals 
of the faith, however erroneous they might be in their 
views of Church polity. Our opponents will, perhaps, say 
that such. language cannot be attributed to them. Per- 
haps not; but let them well consider the position in 
which they place themselves, by asserting that there are 
those living in the midst of the Church of Christ on earth, 


1 Th. p. 100. 2 Keble’s Serm. pp. 43, 44. 
3 Vincent. Lirinens. Commonit. c. 6. 
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who, though they are orthodox in the fundamentals of the 
faith, and may be in a state of salvation, (for this they 
seem to allow,) are not within the pale of the visible 
Church ; and thus denying the name of Christians to those 
whom they believe in their hearts that Christ will accept 
hereafter. 

But, in fact, this notion arises from their doctrine (which 
we shall notice presently) that the ministers of the gospel 
are sacrificing priests, like the priests of the Old Testa- 
ment, through whose offering of sacrifice in the Eucha- 
rist, the merits of Christ’s death are applied to the 
Church; and that as the tribe of Levi only was selected 
to offer sacrifice, under the Old Testament, so that such 
offering, when presented by any other, was an act of pro- 
fanation, in defiance of God’s. appointment, so there is a 
peculiar mode of appointment for the priests of the New 
Testament, which, if it be transgressed in the least, there 
no acceptable sacrifice can be presented; and conse- 
quently those who are not in communion with priests so 
appointed, have none to present the sacrifice for them, 
and no appointed or ordinary way of obtaining an interest 
in the sacrifice of Christ. 

A notion more completely subversive of the doctrine of 
the gospel of Christ, could hardly be conceived; but I 
will not here enlarge upon it, because it will shortly come 
under our notice in a more appropriate place.! 

Reverting, then, to our statement of what we conceive 
to be the doctrine of the Church of England upon the 
point now under consideration, I would observe that, as far 
as that statement goes, I have as little doubt of the ortho- 
doxy of the doctrine there delivered, as my opponents can 
have, but, as it respects the Scriptural proof of it, I must 
draw a distinction between the two points of which it con- 

1 TI cannot, therefore, understand how Dr. Pusey can give the extracts he 
has quoted in his Letter to the Bishop of Oxford (pp. 163—8.) from Abp. 
Bramhall, as coinciding with the views of the authors of the Tracts for the 
Times. Those passages are written upon very different principles to those 


which the “ Tracts” inculcate, as any reader who will take the trouble to as- 
certain the system on both sides, will at once see. 
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sists. The former appears to me to have been fully proved 
by the Scriptures already adduced on the two last articles, 
to which, therefore, I refer the reader; and this embraces 
the doctrine of a ministerial apostolical succession ; that 
is, that our Lord intended that there should be a succes- 
sion of pastors in his Church, to the end of time; (Eph. 
iv. 10, 11, &c.) that he appointed the first, and intended 
that, under all ordinary circumstances, all who followed 
them should receive their commission from them or their 
successors; for we find the Apostles not only ordaining 
others for the work of the ministry, but directing those 
who had charge of a Church to “commit” what they had 
learned of the Apostles “to faithful men, who should be 
able to teach others also.” (2 Tim. ii. 2.) But I admit 
that, for the latter point, there is not any Scripture proof ; 
and we shall find here, as in other cases, that as the 
proof is not to be found in Scripture, so antiquity, also, 
is divided with respect to it; and moreover, that though 
it is the doctrine of our Church, yet that it is held by her 
with an allowance for those who may differ from her on 
the point, and not as if the observance of it was requisite 
by divine command, and essential to the validity of all 
ordinations ; though, for the preservation of the full eccle- 
siastical regularity of her own orders, she has made it 
essential to the ministers of her own communion. 

I do not mean, by this, that Scripture will enable us 
only to prove the apostolicity of a mere ministerial succes- 
sion ; because, as I have already shown, it proves that the 
office of a bishop or president in each Church, for the pur- 
pose of ordination and general Church government, was 
of Apostolical institution ; but that it does not show that 
episcopal consecration is a sine qua non to the valid exer- 
cise of the duties of the presidential or episcopal office. 
In other words, if in any Church a presbyter be appointed 
by his co-presbyters to be the bishop, or superintendent, or 
president of that Church, and perform the usual duties of 


! In such observations, therefore, as occur in Tract 4. p. 7. and in Tract 
17, I fully concur. 
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the episcopal function, we cannot prove either by Scripture, 
or by the consent of the Apostolically-primitive Church, 
that his acts are by Apostolical ordinance invalid. That 
they are invalid by early ecclesiastical ordinance, I readily 
admit ; just as by the Canons of Nice, and other Councils, 
the acts of bishops consecrated without the consent of the 
Metropolitan, or under other circumstances of what was 
then considered irregularity, might be invalid; and, more- 
over, that nothing but an extreme case is a sufficient jus- 
tification for a departure from those rules of Church go- 
vernment which have been received for centuries in the 
Universal Church. But there is a wide distinction be- 
tween the two cases. 

That the Apostles appointed the first bishops in most 
of the principal Churches of the primitive Church, 
there can be little doubt; but the question here is, 
was it a sine qua non to the successors of such bishops, 
that they should receive episcopal consecration ; or was it 
sufficient that a presbyter should be appointed by consent 
in each Church, out of their own body, to the vacant 
office? although, as the Church became more settled, it 
was held to be convenient and befitting that the person 
so appointed should always receive episcopal consecra- 
tion; and therefore it was ordained, that such episcopal 
consecration should be held to be necessary to the valid 
performance of the duties of the office. 

In a word, supposing the Apostles to have appointed 
the first bishops in twelve Churches, I want to know 


1 And for the sake of greater solemnity, it was ordered that such conse- 
cration should be performed by three bishops. But this is certainly a mere 
ecclesiastical ordinance, and not necessary. See Jewel’s Def. of Apol. Pt. 2. 
c. 5. diy. 1. and Mason’s Vind. &c., and Bingham’s Christian Antiq. ii. 11. § 
5, 6., and Cave’s Life of Gregory Thaumat. § 6., and Bishop Lucy’s Treatise 
on the nature of a minister, pp. 246, et seq. And Eusebius says, KAnuns 
Evapiorw mapadovs thy Aettoupyiay avadver Tov Buoy. Hecl. H. ili. 34. And 
here I would advise our opponents to take heed how they make the obsery- 
ance of such ecclesiastical ordinances essential, for they will thus leave no suc- 
cession in existence in any Church in the present day. 
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where we are informed that when the bishop of one of 
them died, the Church of the deceased bishop depended 
upon the will and pleasure of the remaining eleven 
bishops for a president, and could not appoint and create, 
to all intents and purposes, its own president, out of its 
own body of presbyters. 

It may be said, that none of the presbyters had re- 
ceived, in his ordination, the power to confer orders; 
which, to a certain extent, is true ; because his ordination 
did not give him that office in the Church, to which the 
power of giving orders was reserved; but that it did not 
give him power to do all such acts, when appointed to an 
office in which he might lawfully perform them, does: not 
appear. A presbyter curate did not receive, in his ordi- 
nation, power to act as the rector of the Church where 
he is curate; but it does not follow that when he is law- 
fully appointed rector, he needs another ordination to per- 
form the duties of that office. The question is not whether 
every presbyter may ordain, but whether a presbyter, 
placed in a particular situation in the Church of which he 
is a presbyter, may ordain. 

But now, putting aside fora moment the question of 
ordination, should we not grant that, as it respects the 
supervision of the clergy and the Church, the Council of 
Presbyters would have power to appoint one of their 
number to such an office? The case seems only analo- 
gous to that of bishops and archbishops ; where, by human 
ordinance, for the benefit of the Church, a superiority is 
granted to archbishops over bishops. But no such power 
was given to a presbyter at his ordination. Consequently 
there is a power which can be legitimately conferred by 
the presbytery of a Church; and then there remains only 
the question, whether the power of ordination may be in- 
cluded in the grant so made. And it must be remem- 
bered that, in such a case, a bishop so appointed, under- 
takes to confer nothing but what he has himself received, 
i. e. the full sacerdotal character and office. And if it be 
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further objected, that he ought not only to have received this 
from the Apostles, but also the power to confer it, I reply 
that this seems to prove too much ; for if presbyters cannot, 
on this account, under any circumstances ordain pres- 
byters, neither can bishops ordain bishops; for though in 
their consecration power is given them to ordain, there is 
no notice of any power to confer upon others the power 
of ordination. And Jerome, speaking on a similar sub- 
ject, that is, as to the power of baptizing, observes, that 
the reason why neither the presbyter nor deacon may 
baptize, without the bishop’s leave, is only the preserva- 
tion of ecclesiastical order; for that, as to baptizing, it 
was frequently, if necessity required it, lawful for laymen 
to baptize ; for what any one has received, that he can also 
give. 

The question, then, recurs whether originally and essen- 
tially the Church of the deceased bishop had not as much 
right to confer the power of ordination for its own body, 
upon one of its presbyters, as the remaining eleven 
bishops had to interfere in the concerns of another 
Church, and consecrate whom they pleased (for it would 
come to that) as its president, and give to him the power 
of ordination. And before we can assert this, we must 
first prove that the Apostles not only appointed bishops 
in these Churches, but that these bishops had power in 
other Churches also; and further, not only that the 
Apostles gave them the power of conferring ordination, 
but also the power of giving to others the power of con- 
ferring it, and limited it to them; which, I suspect, will 
be a hard task. Our opponents have forgotten this, when 
they point us so triumphantly to the lists in Irenzeus and 
elsewhere, of the succession of bishops in various Apo- 
stolical Churches, from the time of the Apostles. This is 
less than half of what they have got to prove; and shows 


1 Quod [i. e. jus baptizandi] frequenter, si tamen necessitas cogit, scimus 
etiam licere laicis, Ut enim accipit quis, ita et dare potest. Hieron. ady. Lu- 
cifer. § 9. Tom. 2, col. 182, ed, Vall, Venet. See also Tertull. De bapt. 
ec. 18, 
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how little they have acquainted themselves with the real 
difficulties of the subject. 

This is a question which, if it had never been mooted, 
and had no important practical bearings, I would not 
have brought under discussion ; but, in the present state 
of the Church, it is one which is forced upon our atten- 
tion. When we find many important ecclesiastical com- 
munities answering it in the negative, we are bound se- 
riously to consider it. 

That episcopal consecration was generally appointed in 
very early times to be, as it were, the seal to the episcopal 
appointment, can hardly, I think, be questioned by any 
one who is at all versed in the records of the primitive 
Church; but, nevertheless, there are testimonies oc- 
curring which seem to show, not merely that it was not 
absolutely essential, but that it was not universally prac- 
tised. 

For instance, the testimony of Eutychius of Alexandria 
is plain that such was not the case originally at Alexan- 
dria. His words are these. After mentioning that Mark 
the Evangelist went and preached at Alexandria, and ap- 
pointed Hananias the first patriarch there, he adds, 
“Moreover he appointed twelve presbyters with Hananias, 
who were to remain with the Patriarch, so that when the 
Patriarchate was vacant they might elect one of the 
twelve presbyters upon whose head the other eleven 
might place their hands and bless him [or, invoke a bless- 
ing upon him] and create him Patriarch, and then choose 
some excellent man and appoint him presbyter with 
themselves in the place of him who was thus made Pa- 
triarch, that thus there might always be twelve. Nor did 
this custom respecting the presbyters, namely, that they 
should create their Patriarchs from the twelve presbyters, 
cease at Alexandria until the times of Alexander, Pa- 
triarch of Alexandria, who was of the number of the 318 
[bishops at Nice.] But he forbade the presbyters to 
create the Patriarch for the future, and decreed that when 
the Patriarch was dead, the bishops should meet together 
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and ordain the Patriarch. Moreover he decreed that on 
a vacancy of the Patriarchate they should elect, either 
from any part of the country, or from those twelve pres- 
byters, or others, as circumstances might prescribe, some 
excellent man and create him Patriarch. And thus that 
antient custom by which the Patriarch used to be created 
by the presbyters disappeared, and in its place succeeded 
the ordinance for the creation of the Patriarch by the 
bishops.” 1 

I have given this passage in full, because it has been 
sometimes replied that it referred only to the election of 
the Patriarch, and that we must suppose that he was 
afterwards consecrated to his office by bishops. But it is 
evident to any one who takes the whole passage together, 
that such an explanation is altogether inadmissible ; and 
moreover, the very same word (which, following Selden, 
we have translated created) is used with respect to the act 
of the presbyters, as is afterwards used with respect to the 
act of the bishops in the appointment.? 

Iam quite aware that very considerable learning has 
been employed in the attempt to explain away this pas- 
sage, and the reader who wishes to see how a plain state- 


' The following is Selden’s translation of the passage from the Arabic :— 
Constituit item Marcus Evangelista duodecim Presbyteros cum Hanania, qui 
nempe manerent cum Patriarcha, adeo ut cum vacaret Patriarchatus, eli- 
gerent unum e duodecim Presbyteris cujus capiti reliqui undecim manus im- 
ponerent eumque benedicerent et Patriarcham eum crearent, et dein virum 
aliquem insignem eligerent eumque Presbyterum secum constituerent loco 
ejus qui sic factus est Patriarcha, ut ita semper extarent duodecim. Neque 
desiit Alexandriz institutum hoc de Presbyteris, ut scilicet Patriarchas crea- 
rent ex Presbyteris duodecim, usque ad tempora Alexandri Patriarche Alexan- 
drini qui fuit ex numero illo cecxviii. Is autem vetuit ne deinceps Patriarcham 
Presbyteri crearent. Et decrevit ut mortuo Patriarcha convenirent Episcopi 
qui Patriarcham ordinarent. Decrevit item ut, vacante Patriarchatu, eligerent 
sive ex quacunque regione, sive ex duodecim illis Presbyteris, sive aliis, ut res 
ferebat, virum aliquem eximium, eumque Patriarcham crearent. Atque ita 
eyanuit institutum illud antiquius, quo creari solitus a Presbyteris Patriarcha, 
et successit in locum ejusdecretum de Patriarcha ab Episcopiscreando.” Eutych. 
Patr. Alex. Ecclesiz sue orig. Ed. J. Selden. Lond. 1642. 4to. pp. 29—81. 

2 See Selden’s note in his Commentary on Eutych. p. 63. 
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ment may thus be darkened may refer to the works men- 
tioned below.1. On one of those works, however, written 
by the learned Renaudot, I must offer a remark. Renau- 
dot admits that George Elmacinus in the first part of his 
Annals gives the same account of the matter as Euty- 
chius. And though he quarrels with both of them for 
making such a statement, which shows what he thought 
was the plain meaning of it, he endeavours to show that 
Eutychius was only speaking of the election, not of the 
ordination, of the Patriarch, and accordingly (following 
Echellensis) states that the Arabic word which Selden has 
translated laid hands on, refers only to the holding up of 
the hand at the election, and that had Selden understood 
Arabic he could not have thus translated it. This is in 
p- 10. At p. 55, stumbling upon a passage from Severus, 
where the former translation suited his views, or was so 
evidently the sense of the passage that he could not 
otherwise translate it, he blames Echellensis and Morinus 
for translating it in the latter way, and affirms it to mean 
ordination by imposition of hands. This surely betrays 
rather a bad cause ; and in fact the meaning of the pas- 
sage does not wholly depend upon that one word. The 
word created is still more decisive. Moreover, this passage 
of Severus is worth noticing as giving a very similar ac- 
count of the election of one of the Patriarchs to that of 
Eutychius. He says, according to Renaudot himself, that 
after the death of Theonas, “the priests and people were 
collected together at Alexandria, and laid their hands 
upon Peter, his son in the faith and disciple, a priest, and 
placed him in the Patriarchal throne of Alexandria, ac- 
cording to the command of Theonas, in the tenth year of 
the Emperor Diocletian.” ? Here Renaudot contends that 


1 See Abr. Echell. Eutychius Vindicatus, Morinus De ordinat., Renaudot. 
Hist. Patriarch. Alex. 


? Hist. Patr. Alex. p.10. This portion of Elmacinus is yet, I believe, un- 
published. 


® Congregatos fuisse Alexandrie sacerdotes et plebem, manusque imposuisse 
super Petrum, filium ejus spiritualem et discipulum, sacerdotem, eumque col- 
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the word refers to imposition of hands, but that because 
the people are mentioned with the priests, who never 
shared in such an office, therefore the words, they laid 
their hands on him, must mean, hands were laid upon him, 
and the presence of bishops to do this is most conveniently 
taken for granted, though no notice is taken of their pre- 
sence. I leave this to the common sense of the reader. 

But, what is of more importance, this statement of 
Eutychius is supported by the testimony of Jerome, in 
a passage where he plainly maintains the doctrine that 
such an appointment is sufficient to constitute a presbyter 
a bishop, and adduces this example in proof of it. After 
having quoted several passages of Scripture to show that 
a presbyter and a bishop are, as to their sacerdotal cha- 
racter, the same,” he adds, “ But that afterwards one was 
chosen to be over the rest; this was done to prevent 
schism, lest each one drawing the Church of Christ after 
him should break it up. For at Alexandria, also, from 
Mark the Evangelist to the bishops Heraclas and Diony- 
sius, the presbyters always called one elected from among 
themselves, and placed in a higher rank, their bishop ; 
just as an army may constitute its general, or deacons 
may elect one of themselves, whom they know to be dili- 
gent, and call him archdeacon. For what does a bishop 
do, with the exception of ordination, which a presbyter 
may not do?” 

This passage, be it observed, does not take away from 


locasse in solio Patriarchali Alexandrino juxta Theone mandatum, anno 
decimo Diocietiani Imperatoris. Renaud, Hist. Patr. Alex. p. 54. The ex- 
tract is from a MS. work of Severus, De vit. et reb. gest. Patr. Alex. 

1 Imposuerunt tli manus, idem esse ac, imposite sunt illi manus. p. 55. 

2? Eundem esse episcopum atque presbyterum. 

3 Quod autem postea unus electus est qui ceteris preponeretur, in schisma- 
tis remedium factum est; ne unusquisque ad se trahens Christi ecclesiam 
rumperet. Nam et Alexandria a Marco Evangelista usque ad Heraclam et 
Dionysium Episcopos Presbyteri semper unum ex se electum in, excelsiori 
gradu collocatum episcopum nominabant : quomodo si exercitus imperatorem 
faciat, aut Diaconi eligant de se quem industrium noverint et archidiaconum 
vocent, Quid enim facit excepta ordinatione episcopus quod presbyter non 
faciat ? H1rron. Ep. ad Evang. Ep. 146. Op. ed. 1766. tom. 1. col. 1082. 
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the episcopate its peculiar rights, but distinctly admits 
that ordination belongs to that office, and that its pos- 
sessor has a higher rank than the presbyter; but at the 
same time it clearly maintains that, as it respects the 
sacerdotal character, there is no difference between a 
presbyter and a bishop, the difference being only to be 
found in the ecclesiastical distribution of the duties to be 
performed by them, and what is still more to our purpose, 
that appointment to the episcopal office by the presbyters of 
a Church is sufficient (as far as ESSENTIALS are concerned) 
to entitle a presbyter to perform the duties of the episcopal 
function. 

Now these two positions are perfectly consistent with 
each other. We may maintain fully even the apostolicity 
of the Episcopal form of Church government, and yet 
deny that episcopal consecration is a sine gua non to the 
performance of the duties of the bishop or president of a 
Church. And if we bear this in mind, we shall find that 
Jerome, notwithstanding the charges of selfeontradiction 
that have been brought against him, is perfectly con- 
sistent in what he has written on this subject. The great 
point with Jerome manifestly is, that such a president of 
the Church should be appointed, and such powers con- 
ceded to him, and, in his view, when that is done the 
essentials are safe. 

I will add one more testimony on this matter. The 
author of the Commentaries on St. Paul’s Epistles, attri- 
buted to Ambrose, and by others to Hilary the Deacon, 
says,—“ The Apostle calls Timothy, created by him a 
presbyter, a bishop, (for the first presbyters were called 


1 See his tract, Adv. Lucifer. § 9. tom. ii. col. 182. 

? Timothy is here said, we may observe, to have been ordained a presbyter. 
And I cannot;but think that the passage, 1 Tim. iv. 14, is favourable to this 
view. For without adopting the translation which some have given of the 
passage, viz. “ with the laying on of hands for the office of a presbyter,” if 
we retain our own version, which appears to me more natural, who or what is 
“ the presbytery”? Certainly not consisting altogether of Apostles, though it 
appears, from 2 Tim. i. 6, that ordination was received by Timothy partly 
from St. Paul. But if presbyters joined in that ordination, it could not be to 
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bishops,) that when he departed the one that came next 
might succeed him. Moreover, in Egypt the presbyters 
confirm, if a bishop is not present.1 But because the 
presbyters that followed began to be found unworthy to 
hold the primacy, the custom was altered, the Council 
foreseeing that not order but merit ought to make a 
bishop, and that he should be appointed by the judgment 
of many priests, lest an unworthy person should rashly 
usurp the office, and be a scandal to many.? 

These passages, then, clearly contradict the notion of 
our opponents as to the essential necessity by Apostolical 
ordinance of the successional episcopal consecration of all 
bishops.’ 

Before we pass on, it may be well to offer a remark on 
a point which the passage we have just quoted from 
Jerome has brought under our notice, the consideration 


a higher sacerdotal grade or order than that of the presbyterhood. Nor is this 
inconsistent with his being called elsewhere an Apostle, which name might be 
given him as one appointed to be a superintendent of a Church. 

! The author of the “ Questiones in Vet. et Nov. Test.” which have been 
ascribed to Augustine, but are probably not his, says, “ In Alexandria, and 
through the whole of Egypt, if there is no bishop, a presbyter consecrates.”’ 
(In Alexandria et per totam Algyptum si desit episcopus consecrat presbyter. ) 
Where, however, one MS. reads, confirms (consignat.) See Aug. Op. tom. iii. 
App. col. 93. On this subject the 13th canon of the Council of Ancyra (in 
the Code of the Universal Church) is also worth notice. 

2 Timotheum presbyterum a se creatum episcopum vocat, quia primi pres- 
byteri episcopi appellabantur, ut recedente eo sequens ei succederet. Denique 
apud Aigyptum presbyteri consignant si preesens non sit episcopus. Sed quia 
ceeperunt sequentes presbyteri indigni inveniri ad primatus tenendos, immu- 
tata est ratio, prospiciente Concilio, ut non ordo sed meritum crearet episco- 
pum multorum sacerdotum judicio constitutum ne indignus temere usurparet 
et esset multis scandalum. ' Comment. in Eph.iv.11,12. Inter Op. Ambros. 
ed, Ben, tom. ii. app. col. 241, 2. The “ Council” may, I suppose, be what 
Tertullian calls “ consessus ordinis.” 

3 There are, also, indirect confirmatory proofs. Such, I think, is afforded 
by the account we have in Eusebius (vi. 29,) of the appointment of Fabianus 
to the bishopric of Rome, for the assembly that met to elect a bishop having 
fixed upon him, placed him at once on the episcopal throne (apedAdntws ene 
Toy Opovoy Ts emickorns AaBovTas avroy emHevat,) which seems to me irrecon- 
cilable with the notion of the essential necessity of episcopal consecration to 
have entitled him to the episcopal seat, for he was installed in it without any 
such consecration. 
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of which may tend to remove a difficulty that might arise 
on this subject, namely, the parity of the sacerdotal cha- 
racter in presbyters and bishops. 

We have a stream of testimonies coming down to us 
from very early times, that the full sacerdotal power is 
possessed by every presbyter, and that a presbyter and 
bishop differ only as to the works of service to be per- 
formed, the mere presbyter not being permitted to pass 
to others that which he has received in ordination, be- 
cause such promiscuous ordination would be injurious to 
the Church, and consequently, that where that difficulty 
is removed by an appointment to the episcopal office by 
his Church, there all difficulty is removed from a pres- 
byter so appointed freely passing to others what he has 
received. 

But I will here notice one or two testimonies on this 
point, in addition to that already observed in Jerome. ? ° 

Thus, then, speaks Chrysostom, on 1 Tim.c. iii.: “ Hav- 
ing spoken concerning bishops . . . and passed over the 
order of presbyters, he went at once to the deacons. 
Why? Because there is not much difference between 
them and bishops. For they also themselves have re- 
ceived the office of teachers and rulers of the Church. 
And what he has said respecting bishops, that is suitable 
also to presbyters. For bishops are superior in ordina- 
tion only, and in this respect alone seem to excel pres- 
byters.”? To the same effect Augustine,—* As it re- 
spects names of honour, which the custom of the Church 
has caused to be observed, the episcopate is greater than 
the presbyterate.”? The author of the “ Questions on 

’ Another similar passage occurs in Jerome, in his Comment. in Ep. ad Tit. 
Coulis 

2 Aladeyouevos TMept emigkoT@Y .. + . Kat TO TwY TpEecRUTEpwY TaYyMa adels, 
ets Tous diakovous meTenndnoe. Tt Snmote; dtt ov woAv mecoy avTwY Kat TwY 
emigkomwv. Kat yup kat avtot didackaAray evo avadedeyuevor Kat MpooTaciav 
TNS EKKANTIAS’ Kot & TEpt EMLTKOTWY ELTE, TaVTA Kat MpecBuTEpoLs apmoTTel. Tn 
yop xetporovia povn tmepBeBnkact, kat TovTw povoy Sokovct mAEovEKTELY TOUS 
mpeoButepouvs. Chrysost. In 1 Tim. iii. hom. 11. tom. xi. p. 604. 

3 Secundum honorum vocabula que jam ecclesie usus obtinuit episcopatus 
presbyterio major. Aug. Ep. ad Hieron. Ep. 82, (al. 19.) § 33. Op. tom. ii. 
col, 202. 


FULLY REVEALED IN SCRIPTURE, 87 


the Old and New Testament,” also, says,—“ What is a 
bishop but the chief presbyter, or highest priest?” 1 And 
lastly, the author of the Commentary on 1 Tim., attri- 
buted to Ambrose,—“After the bishop the Apostle has sub- 
joined the ordination [order] of the deaconship. Why, but 
that the ordination [order] of a bishop and presbyter is one 
and the same. For each isa priest, but the bishop is chief ; 
so that every bishop is a presbyter, but not every presbyter 
a bishop; for he is bishop who is chief among the pres- 
byters. Moreover, he notices that Timothy was ordained 
a presbyter, but inasmuch as he had no other above him, he 
was a bishop.” 2 

There is also.a passage of Ireneus, which, though 
speaking less directly on the point in question, bears an 
indirect testimony remarkably strong. “ We ought,” he 
says, “to obey those presbyters who are in the Church, 
those, I mean, who have succession from the Apostles, as 
we have shown, who, with the succession of the episcopate, 
have received, according to the good pleasure of the 
Father, the sure gift of truth ....... But they who 
are looked upon by many as presbyters, but serve their 
own pleasures ... and are elated with pride at their 
exaltation to the chief seat . . shall be reproved by the 
Word ... From all such it behoves us to stand aloof, 
and to cleave to those who, as I have said before, both 
retain the doctrine of the Apostles, and, with THE ORDER 
OF THE PRESBYTERSHIP, [or, as Fevardentius reads, of a 
presbyter] exhibit soundness in word, and a blameless 
conversation.” 3 


! Quid est episcopus nisi primus presbyter, hoc est, summus sacerdos ? 
Quest. in V. et N. Test. q. 101. Inter Aug. Op. tom. iii. app. col. 93. 

2 Post episcopum diaconatus ordinationem subjecit. Quare nisi quia epis- 
copi et presbyteri una ordinatio est ? Uterque enim sacerdos est, sed episcopus 
primus est; ut omnis episcopus presbyter sit, non tamen omnis presbyter epis- 
copus; hic enim episcopus est. qui inter presbyteros primus est. Denique 
Timotheum presbyterum ordinatum significat, sed quia ante se alterum non 
habebat episcopus erat. Comment. in ] Tim. iii. 6 Inter Ambros. Op. 
tom, il. app. col. 295. 

3 See the original of this passage, in pp. 125, 6, below. 
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This passage appears to me decisive as to Ireneus’s 
view of the watter. And we may observe, that elsewhere 
he calls bishops presbyters.? 

Hence, then, we may observe, that it is not a mere dis- 
pute about words, whether bishops are, properly speaking, 
of a different order to presbyters, because, however much 
the words order, degree, &e. may often be promiscuously 
applied, without distinction, to bishops, priests, and dea- 
cons, so that we may find them called three orders, three 
degrees, three offices, &c.; yet this is no proof that there 
is not asense of the word order, in which it may be justly 
maintained that presbyters and bishops are of the same 
order, and that the maintenance of such a position is of 
importance, and has practical consequences connected 
with it. We do not contend for the word, but for what 
that word implies; and we understand such language to 
imply precisely what Jerome means, when he says, that a 
presbyter and a bishop are the same, which he would not 
have said of a presbyter and a deacon; and the use of 
such language shows that there is supposed to be no supe- 
riority of sacerdotal character in the bishop above the 
presbyter. 

He, then, who holds the two to be of the same order, 
ean hardly hold that by episcopal consecration any new 
or higher sacerdotal power is conferred. It is a solemn 
setting apart of a presbyter to the fulfilment of certain 
duties, which as a mere presbyter he was not allowed by 
the Church to perform, but which his appointment to 
the presidency of his Church gives him a right to perform. 
And that it is not necessary to suppose that imposition 
of hands in the consecration necessarily implies the im- 
pression of any new character, or the donation of a higher 
sacerdotal grade, is evident from the case of Paul and 
Barnabas, when certain prophets and teachers of An- 


* As in his Epistle to Victor, Bishop of Rome. ‘Ou ™po ZwTnpos mpecBv. 
TEpot OL MpooTavTES THS EKKANTLAS HS vu udnyn, AviKnrov Acyouev, kat Tov, 
Tywov Te kT. Xr. Opeeds Grab. pp. 465, 6, or Euseb. Hist. Eccl. y. 24. 
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tioch, by the direction of the Holy Ghost, “ datd their 
hands on them,” as a mode of appointment to the office 
of fulfilling a particular mission, but not surely as giving 
them any sacerdotal character or ministerial capacity which 
they did not possess before.1 And if bishops had been 
so completely a different order to presbyters as some 
would have us suppose, surely the name given to them 
would not have been one which had before been given to 
mere presbyters. 

Hence, a bishop has not improperly been called pres- 
byter cum additamento superioritatis quoad regimen ecclesie, 
a presbyter with an addition of superiority with regard to 
the government of the Church. 

The question, therefore, is, whether, when the sacerdotal 
character has been derived from the Apostles, this addi- 
tion of superiority with respect to the government of a 
Church may not be conferred by the consessus ordinis of 
that Church. 

Granting, then, or rather maintaining, the superiority 
of tle episcopal office in several respects, and that the 
episcopal office is an Apostolical ordinance, and that 
the bishops of the Churches are the successors of the 
Apostles in the highest parts of the ordinary ecclesiastical 
functions of the Apostles, that is, ordination and super- 
vision of the inferior clergy and the Church,’ and there- 
fore widely dissenting from the statements of Aerius, (the 
question being rather concerning the source of their 
superior power than concerning the superiority itself) 


1 See Acts xiii. ]—3,; and xiv. 26, 27. 

2 To succeed them is, after them, to have that episcopal kind of power 
which was first given to them ... In some things every presbyter, in some 
things only bishops, in some things neither the one nor the other, are the 
Apostles’ successors .... the Apostles have now their successors upon 
earth, their true successors, if not in the largeness, surely in the kind of that 
episcopal function whereby they had power to sit as spiritual ordinary judges, 
both over laity and over clergy, where Churches Christian were established. 
Hooker’s Eccl, Pol. vii. 4, 
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yet nevertheless, if we are forced to admit (as the pas- 
sages above quoted seem to me to oblige us to do) that 
the appointment of a presbyter to that office by his co- 
presbyters, is an appointment sufficiently valid to give 
validity to his acts, or that episcopal consecration is not 
a sine qua non in the case, then we must admit that the 
platform of government in such ecclesiastical communi- 
ties as the foreign reformed Churches, though not alto- 
gether coming up to the Apostolical model, is yet not 
sufficiently dissimilar to make their ministry invalid. 

And I confess that it appears to me that this is the 
only way in which we can fully vindicate the validity of 
the orders of those Churches. For if by Apostolical or- 
dinance all ordinations performed by any but bishops 
consecrated by episcopal succession from the Apostles are 
invalid, then how can we reckon those as validly ordained 
who, under any circumstances, are not so ordained? I 
am not sure that even the case of necessity could be fully 
made out for those Churches in what they did, and cer- 
tainly it did not last long. If, however, the view we 
have taken of the matter be correct, then the circum- 
stances of the case rendered their conduct justifiable, and 
their orders valid. 

And such is the view which, in substance, was taken of 
the matter by many of our best divines, as the extracts 
which I shall give presently will show. Others of our 
divines seem to have relied more upon the necessity of 
the case as a justification, and therefore did in reality 
quite as much give up the absolute essentiality of episco- 
pal succession to a Church. On whatever grounds, 
however, they might place it, certain it is that, as a body, 
they held the orders of the foreign reformed Churches to 
be valid, as I shall now proceed to show, aye, even in the 
case of those whom our opponents have, I am sorry to 
say, according to custom, recklessly set down in their list 
of witnesses for their doctrine on this point. 

Mr. Keble allows that “ it is notorious” that Jewel, 
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Whitgift, Bishop Cooper, and others, to whom the ma- 
nagement of the controversy with the Puritans was 
intrusted during the early part of Elizabeth’s reign, did 
not take the line of argument which he and his party 
now do, “ It is enough,” he says, “ with them to show 
that the government by archbishops and bishops is ancient 
and allowable; they never venture to urge its exclusive 
claim, or to connect the succession with the validity of the 
holy sacraments,’ while he allows that “ it must have 
occurred to the learned writers above mentioned.” And 
he thus tries to account for the conduct he attributes to 
them ;—“ One obvious reason, and probably the chief 
one, of their silence, was the relation in which they stood 
to the foreign protestant congregations. The question 
had been mixed up with considerations of personal friend- 
ship.” ‘“ The leading protestant divines” “ had occa- 
sionally committed themselves to statements and princi- 
ples which would greatly stand in their way if ever they 
found it requisite to assert the claims of Apostolical epis- 
copacy.” “Should it be asked how such accomplished 
divines, as Jewel and others of his class undoubtedly 
were, could permit themselves, for any present benefit to 
the Church, so to waver in so capital a point, with the 
full evidence of antiquity before their eyes, it may be 
replied, first of all, that in some sort they wanted that full 
evidence with which later generations have been fa- 
voured.” ‘ The works of the Fathers had not yet been 
critically sifted, so that in regard of almost every one of 
them, men were more or less embarrassed, during the 
whole of that age, with vague suspicions of interpolation.” 
“ Further, it is obvious that those divines in particular 
who had been instrumental but a little before in the 
second change of the Liturgy in King Edward’s time, 
must have felt themselves in some measure restrained 
from pressing with its entire force the ecclesiastical tra- 
dition on Church government and orders, inasmuch as in 
the aforesaid revision they had given up altogether the 
sume tradition regarding certain very material points in 
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the celebration, if not in the doctrine, of the Holy Eucha- 
rist ;” and he thinks “ an indefinite fear of interpolation 
in the early Liturgies” may have told in justifying to 
their minds the omissions in question. But “ it should 
seem that those who were responsible for those omissions 
must have felt themselves precluded ever after from urging 
the necessity of episcopacy, or of anything else, on the 
ground of uniform Church tradition.” “ To all these 
causes of hesitation, we must add the direct influence of 
the court.” 4 

Such is the account which Mr. Keble gives of the 
views and conduct of our Reformers. I leave it with the 
reader, as it would be equally painful as it is unnecessary 
to dissect it. The simple question is, Did these learned 
divines hold the orders of the foreign reformed Churches 
to be essentially invalid, or did they not? The reader 
has seen the straits to which our opponents are reduced, 
to account for their language on the subject; and that the 
utmost that is pretended respecting them is, that their 
language is a sort of negative and inconsistent testimony, 
which prevents their being adducible by either party in 
this question, for that though they take practically low 
ground on the subject, they very possibly held theo- 
retically the high ground of the Apostolical succession. 
It is no doubt an ingenious way of eliminating negative 
quantities, and getting rid of awkward witnesses. But 
is it a fair one? However, we shall find afterwards 
that authors are quoted in the Catena of witnesses for 
this doctrine who have expressly and in terms opposed 
it, and therefore we need not wonder at the force of pre- 
judice displayed here. 

To accumulate extracts from the works of our re- 
formers, to show that they acknowledged the foreign re- 
formed Churches to be true Churches, and their ministers 
true ministers of Christ, would be, I suppose, a super- 
fluous labour. ‘“ We are very sure,” says Bishop Burnet, 


? Keble’s Pref. to Hooker, pp. lix—lIxii. 
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“that not only those who penned the articles, but the 
body of this Church, for above half an age after, did, not- 
withstanding those irregularities, acknowledge the foreign 
Churches, so constituted, to be true Churches, as to all 
the essentials of a Church.” (On Art. 23.) And as it 
respects Jewel, I suspect our opponents will themselves 
allow that the following passage goes much beyond such 
an admission. He is a dangerous author for them to 
meddle with. Let them remember what their advocate, 
Mr. Froude, has said of his works. “Therefore,” he says, 
“‘we neither have bishops without Church, nor~Church 
without bishops. Neither doth the Church of England 
this day depend of them, whom you often call apostates, 
as if our Church were no Church without them. ... If 
there were not one, neither of them nor of us, left alive, yet 
would not, therefore, the whole Church of England flee to 
Lovaine. Tertullian saith, ‘And we being laymen, are 
we not priests? It is written, Christ hath made us both 
a kingdom and priests unto God his Father. The au- 
thority of the Church, and the honour by the Assembly 
or Council of Order, sanctified of God, hath made a dif- 
ference between the lay and the clergy. Where, as there 
is no assembly of ecclesiastical order, the priest being 
there alone (without the company of other priests) doth 
both minister the oblation, and also baptize.1 Yea, and 
be there but three together, and though they be laymen, 
yet is there a Church. For every man liveth of his own 
Sara AIR aus Whosoever is a member of Christ’s 
body, whosoever is a child of the Church, whosoever is 
baptized in Christ and beareth his name, is fully in- 
vested with this priesthood [i. e. as he explains it in the 
context, the “inward priesthood”], and therefore may 
justly be called a priest. And wheresoever there be three 
such together, as Tertullian saith, yea, though they be only 


1 Fewel quotes here from the corrupt reading of the early Romish editions. 
We have given the true reading of this passage, p. 52 above; which, it will 
be observed, makes the passage still stronger in favour of the object for which 
Jewel quoted it. 
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laymen, yet have they a Church .... All Christian 
men are priests, and offer up to God the daily sacrifice, 
that is, the sacrifice of Christ’s passion.”! This passage, I 
suspect, goes much beyond what we are here contending 
for. 

But passing over those about whose sentiments no 
impartial persons can entertain a doubt, let us proceed to 
those who came after them in the Church, who are more 
particularly claimed by our opponents as witnessing in 
their favour; and that the names chosen may be free 
from all objection, we will take some of those that are 
quoted by our opponents, in their “ Catena” on this sub- 
ject,? as express witnesses in favour of their doctrine. 

First, Hooker. The quotation given inthe “ Catena” is,as 
is not unusual in these “Catenas,” one which is utterly in- 
sufficient to show Hooker’s opinion on the point in question, 
one way or the other; and elsewhere he speaks thus, “‘ Now 
whereas hereupon some do infer that no ordination canstand, 
but onlysuch as is made by bishops which have had their or- 
dination likewise by other bishops before them, till we come 
to the very Apostles of Christ themselves; in which respect 
it was demanded of Bezaat Poissie, ‘ By what authority he 
could administer the Holy Sacraments, &e.’ [the reader 
will observe the instance cited]... to this we answer, 
that there may be sometimes very just and sufficient 
reason to allow ordination made without a bishop. The 
whole Church visible being the true original subject of 
all power, it hath not ordinarily allowed any other than 
bishops alone to ordain; howbeit, as the ordinary course 
is ordinarily in all things to be observed, so it may be, in 
some cases, not unnecessary that we decline from the or- 
dinary ways. Men may be extraordinarily, yet allowably, 
two ways admitted unto spiritual functions in the Church. 
One is, when God himself doth of himself raise up any . 
... Another . . when the exigence of necessity doth 
constrain to leave the usual ways of the Church, which 


1 Def. of Apol. Pt. 2. c. 5. div. 1. Works, pp. 129, 30. 
2 See Tract 74. 
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otherwise we would willingly keep.”! And, in a former 
passage of the same book, he distinctly admits the power 
of the Church at large to take away the episcopal form of 
government from the Church, and says, “ Let them [i. e. 
bishops] continually bear in mind, that it is rather the force 
of custom, whereby the Church, having so long found it good 
to continue under the regiment of her virtuous bishops, doth 
still uphold, maintain, and honour them in that respect, than 
that any such true and heavenly law can be showed by the 
evidence whereof it may of a truth appear that the Lord 
himself hath appointed presbyters for ever to be under the 
regiment of bishops,” adding that “ their authority” is “a 
sword which the Church hath power to take from them.’ 2 
And therefore, though he admits the office and superiority 
of bishops to be of Apostolical institution, yet all that he 
undertakes to prove on the subject is, that such supe- 
riority is “a thing allowable, lawful, and good.”’ 

This, I confess, appears to me rather low ground to 
take; but certainly it shows the complete contrariety of 
Hooker’s views to those of our opponents. What is Mr. 
Keble’s explanation in his preface to Hooker? That 
Hooker “shrunk from the legitimate result of u1s own 
PREMISES; “he did not feel at liberty to press unreser- 
vedly, and develope, in all its consequences, that part of 
the argument which they [i. e. Laud and others] re- 
garded as the most vital and decisive: THE NECESSITY, 
namely, of the Apostolical commission to the derivation of 
sacramental grace, and to our mystical communion with 
Christ.”* Such is the treatment awarded to one of our 
most learned and judicious divines. To offer any defence 
of Hooker against such charges, would be a waste of 
words indeed. But there is one question which I would 
seriously ask of the author of the Catena, namely, how he 
can reconcile it with fair dealing, when it is notorious, and 


1 Keel. Pol. vii. 14. See also iii, 11. 

2 Eccl. Pol. vi. 8. See also i, 14, and iii. 10. 
3 Keel. Pol. vii. 3. 

4 Pref. to Hooker, p. xxvii. 
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confessed by his own party, that Hooker did not follow out 
““ his own premises” (to use their phrase) so as to maintain 
their doctrine, but expressly repudiates it, to select a passage 
so worded as to lead a cursory reader to think that Hooker 
held it, and put it as a proof of Hooker’s advocacy of their 
doctrine in the “ Catena” of witnesses for it. In what po- 
sition does such a fact leave their boasted “Catenas?” 
This is one of the most painful parts of the whole subject, 
and one on which it is impossible not to feel strongly ; 
because the cause that, beyond all others, has tended to 
produce the partial and temporary success our opponents 
have gained, is the supposition derived from their ‘“ Ca- 
tenas,” that they are only enforcing the doctrines which 
almost all our great divines have held before them. 

Another divine quoted in the “ Catena,” is Archbishop 
Bancroft, and on the same ground I suppose as Hooker, 
namely, that he held the episcopate to be an Apostolical 
institution. But they will find equally as in the last case, 
that neither did Archbishop Bancroft follow out “ his 
own premises.” For the Archbishop of St. Andrews, in 
his History of Scotland, tells us, “ that when the Scots 
bishops were to be consecrated by the bishops of London, 
Ely, and Bath, here at London house, anno 1609, a ques- 
tion was moved by Dr. Andrews, bishop of Ely, touch- 
ing the-consecration of the Scottish bishops, who, as he 
said, must first be ordained presbyters as having received 
no ordination from a bishop. The Archbishop of Canter- 
bury, Dr. Bancroft, who was by, maintained, ‘ that thereof 
there was no necessity, seeing where bishops could not be 
had, the ordination given by the presbyters must be esteemed 
lawful, otherwise that it might be doubted if there were 
any lawful vocation in most of the reformed churches.’ 
This applauded to by the other bishops, Ely acquiesced.” 
And this testimony is the more remarkable from Dr. 
Bancroft, as in his famous sermon at Paul’s Cross, he was 
considered tv have taken rather high ground as to the 
claims of episcopacy. 


* See “The judgment of the late Archbishop of Armagh, &e,” edited by 
Dr, Bernard, 1657. 8vo. pp. 135, 6. 
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Another of our opponents’ witnesses in their “ Catena” 
is Archdeacon Francis Mason. An extract is given from 
his celebrated “ Vindicie.” Now will it be believed that 
the same author, in an appendix to this very work, ex- 
pressly defends “ the validity of the ordination of the minis- 
ters of the reformed Churches beyond the seas ;”! and Dr. 
Bernard, Archbishop Usher’s chaplain, when noticing 
this work, says, “ I have been assured it was not only the 
judgment of Bishop Overal, but that he had a principal 
hand in it.”* Let me direct their attention to one or two 
extracts from this appendix to the very work from which 
they themselves quote. . 

The Bishop “ in his consecration,” he says, “ receiveth 
a sacred office, an eminency, a jurisdiction, a dignity, a 
degree of ecclesiastical pre-eminence.” “He hath no 
higher degree in respect of intention or extension of the 
character; but he hath a higher degree, that is, a more 
excellent place in respect of authority and jurisdiction in 
spiritual regiment. Wherefore, seeing a presbyter is equal 
to a bishop in the power of order, he hath equally intrinsical 
power to give orders.” (pp. 160,161.) Whereby he means, 
I conceive, that a presbyter, having received the full sacer- 
dotal character, is intrinsically capable of passing that 
character to others, when an office or jurisdiction is given 
him by the Church in which such power may regularly 
and canonically be exercised. The speaker for the Ro- 
manists, making the precise objection of our opponents, 
observes,—* the pre-eminence of bishops is jure divino.” 
To which Orthodox answers thus,—“ First, if you mean 
by jure divino that which is according to the Scripture, 
then the pre-eminence of bishops is jure divino: for it 
hath been already proved to be according to the Scrip- 
ture. Secondly, if by jure divino you mean the ordinance 
of God, in this sense also it may be said to be jure divino. 
For it is an ordinance of the Apostles, whereunto they 


1 It was published under this title, Oxf. 1641. 4to. 
° See his “Judgment of the late Archbishop of Armagh, &c.” 1657. 
p- 1383. 
VOL. Il. Ht 


98 THE CHRISTIAN RELIGION 


were directed by God’s Spirit, even by the spirit of pro- 

phecy, and consequently the ordinance of God. But if 
by jure divino you understand a law and commandment 

of God, binding all Christian Churches, universally, per- . 
petually, unchangeably, and with such absolute necessity 

that no other form of regiment may in any case be ad- 

mitted; in this sense neither may we grant it, nor yet 

can you prove it, to be jure divino.” “ The Apostles in 

their lifetime ordained many bishops, and left a fair pat- 

tern to posterity. The Church, following the commodi- 

ousness thereof, imbraced it in all ages through the Chris- 

tian world.” (p. 163.) This passage may, I hope, dis- 

abuse the minds of our opponents of the notion that every 

body that held the pre-eminence of bishops to be jure 

divino, or by Apostolical institution, is not to be imme- 

diately put down as a supporter of their doctrine, nor 

to be charged with forsaking the legitimate consequences 

of “his own premises” if he does not hold it, and may 

teach them to be a little more circumspect, and I may 

add, fair, in the getting up of their “ Catenas.” 

The Archdeacon then proceeds to defend the validity 
of the ordinations in the foreign reformed Churches, 
first on the ground of necessity; to which the defender of 
the Church of Rome, after some discussion, ultimately 
replies,—“ Suppose that ordination might be devolved to 
Presbyters in case of necessity, yet the necessity ceasing, 
such extraordinary courses should likewise cease. Why, 
then, do they continue their former practice? Why do 
they not now seek to receive their orders from Protestant 
bishops?” To which Orthodox replies thus:—* The 
Churches of Germany need not to seek to foreign bishops, be- 
cause they have superintendents or bishops among them- 
selves. And as for other places which embrace the disci- 
pline of Geneva, they also have bishops in effect, for two 
things of all other are most proper to bishops; (1) singu- 
larity in succeeding, because, though there be many pres- 
byters in a Church, yet, above the rest, there is one star, 
one angel, of whose unity depends the unity of the Church; 
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and therefore, when he dieth, another must succeed in the 
like singularity. (2) Superiority in ordaining, because 
ever since the Apostles’ times, these stars and angels have 
been invested with the power of ordination, which they 
might perform without presbyters, but presbyters might 
not regularly perform without them. Now, in these re- 
formed Churches, the president of each Presbytery is 
their star or angel, indued with both properties. Con- 
cerning the first, Beza saith, ‘ Essentiale fuit, &e.’ ‘ This 
was essential in the matter we have in hand, that by God’s 
perpetual ordinance it hath been, is, and shall be, needful 
that some one in the presbytery, which is first both in 
place and dignity, should have the pre-eminence in ruling 
of every action with that right which is given him from 
God.’ (Beza de div. gradib. minist. contr. Sarav. ec. 23. 
§ 25.) Therefore, concerning the second, whereas the 
presbytery consisteth partly of ministers, partly of laymen, 
their lay-presbyters are wholly excluded from ordination. 
For Calvin (in 2 Tim. i. 6, and Instit. lib. 4. c. 3. § 16,) 
teacheth, that in the Apostolic times, only pastors im- 
posed hands, neither is it lawful for every pastor in the 
presbytery to execute this office ; but it is reserved to him 
who is first both in place and dignity, having pre-emi- 
nence in every action, and consequently in ordination. 
Wherefore, though that he do it not by his sole authority, 
but with common consent, neither hath the name of a 
bishop or such ample titles annexed as godly princes have 
thought fit for the honor of the place, (because these 
things are not suitable with popular estates delighting in 
equality) yet he hath the substance of the office itself ; 
which he exerciseth not in one only particular parish, but 
in the city, suburbs, and the territories thereof, contain- 
ing sundry parishes, as for example, at Geneva, xxiv or 
thereabout. Wherefore, seeing a bishop and a presbyter 
do not differ in order, but only in pre-eminence and juris- 
diction, as yourselves acknowledge, and seeing Calvin 
and Beza had the order of priesthood, which is the highest 
order in the Church of God, and were lawfully chosen, the 
H 2 
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one after the other, to a place of eminency, and indued 
with jurisdiction derived unto them from the whole Church 
wherein they lived—you cannot with reason deny them the 
substance of the episcopal office. And whereinsoever their 
discipline is defective we wish them, even in the bowels of 
Christ Jesus, by all possible means, to redress and reform 
it, and to conform themselves to the antient custom of the 
Church of Christ, which hath continued from the Apos- 
tles’ time, that so they may remove all opinion of singu- 
larity, and stop the mouth of malice itself. Thus much 
concerning the ministers of other reformed Churches, 
wherein, if you will not believe us disputing for the 
lawfulness of their calling, yet you must give us leave to 
believe God himself from heaven approving their ministry 
by pouring down a blessing upon their labours. Bless 
them still, O Lord, and bless us, and make all our 
ministry faithful, fruitful, and effectual, to the comfort 
of our own consciences, the advancing of thy kingdom, 
the joy of thy little flock, and to the recalling of those 
lost sheep which as yet wander in the wilderness of the 
Church of Rome, or elsewhere, that so it may be power- 
ful by thy Spirit to the salvation of many thousand souls.” 
(pp. 173—6.) To which prayer I most heartily respond, 
amen, and humbly pray that it may please God to impart 
more of the spirit breathed in these lines to his whole 
Church. - 

To go through our opponents’ whole Catena is, of 
course, impossible in this place, but I will venture to 
affirm that it would be easy to show, as to three-fourths 
at least of the authors there cited, that they are equally 
opposed to our opponents’ views as the three we have 
just noticed. And indeed, if the reader will take the 
trouble of investigating the extracts they themselves have 
given, he will find very few that at all bear upon the dis- 
puted points. I am sorry to say, however, that this seems 
to be the plan commonly adopted by the Tractators. 
Under a phrase which may be interpreted in various ways, 
they lay down a certain doctrine, and then quote as sup- 
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porters of their views, all those who have defended any doc- 
trine that has borne the same name. 

To the divines already mentioned as opposing the views 
of the Tractators, we may add, as ranking among the 
most learned and unexceptionable witnesses for the doc- 
trine of our Church, the names of Archbishop Usher, 
Bishop Davenant, Dean Field, and Bishop Cosin, whom 
I mention, not because they were at all remarkable for 
their sentiments in the matter, but because their testimo- 
nies happen to be at hand with me to refer to.? 

““T have ever declared my opinion to be,” says Arch- 
bishop Usher at the close of his life, “that episcopus et 
presbyter gradu tantum differunt non ordine, and conse- 
quently that in places where bishops cannot be had the 
ordination by presbyters standeth valid, yet on the other 
side, holding as I do that a bishop hath superiority in 
degree above a presbyter, you may easily judge that the 
ordination made by such presbyters as have severed them- 
selves from those bishops unto whom they had sworn ca- 
nonical obedience cannot possibly by me be excused from 
being schismatical. And howsoever I must needs think 
that the Churches which have no bishops are thereby be- 
come very much defective in their government, and that 
the Churches in France who living under a Popish 
power cannot do what they would, are more excusable in 
this defect than the Low Countries that live under a free 
State, yet for the testifying my communion with those 
Churches, which I do love and honour as true members of 
the Church Universal, I do profess that with lke affection 
I should receive the blessed sacrament at the hands of the 
Dutch ministers if I were in Holland, as I should do at the 
hands of the French ministers if I were in Charentone.” * 
And who, I ask, of all our divines is more worthy to be 
listened to on such a point than Archbishop Usher ? 


! It would be easy to add similar statements from the writings of Laud, 
Bramhall, Andrews, and many others. 

2 Judgment of the late Archbishop of Armagh, &c. ed. by Dr. Bernard, 
1657. pp. 125—7. 


102 THE CHRISTIAN RELIGION 


To the same effect speaks Bishop Davenant. 

For the sentiments of Bishop Cosin respecting the 
foreign reformed Churches I refer to the following pas- 
sages. In a work entitled “ Dr. Cosin’s opinion when 
Dean of Peterborough and in exile for communicating 
rather with Geneva than Rome,” ® we have a letter written 
to a friend here during his exile, in which he says, “ It is 
far less safe to join with these men that alter the credenda, 
the vitals of religion [alluding to the Romanists], than 
with those that meddle only with the agenda and rules of 
religion, if they meddle no further.... They of Genevaare ~ 
to blame in many things and defective in some; they shall 
never have my approbation of their doings, nor let them 
have yours, yet I do not see that they have set up any new 
articles of faith under pain of damnation to all the world 
that will not receive them for such articles, and you know 
whose case that is.” (pp. 3, 4.) And in his last Will he 
says,—“ Wherever in the whole world Churches reckoned 
as Christian Churches profess the true, antient, and ca- 
tholic religion and faith, and with one mouth and mind 
adore and worship God the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, 
with such, though distance, or the disagreements of man- 
kind, or any other obstacle, may ever prevent my actually 
holding communion (jungi) with them, in heart, mind, 
and affection, I shall always be united and form one 
(conjungor ac coalesco); which I wish especially to be 
understood of the Protestant and well-reformed Churches.” 

Still more clearly and fully speaks the learned Dean 
Field, in his celebrated Work “Of the Church.” “The 
next thing to be examined,” he says, “is, whether the 
power of ordination be so essentially annexed to the order 
of bishops, that none but bishops may in any case ordain. 
For the clearing whereof we must observe, that the whole 
ecclesiastical power is aptly divided into the power of 


! Determ. 42. p. 191. 

? Published by Dr. R. Watson. Lond. 1684, 8vo. 

° I quote from the Preface to his “Regni Anglie Religio et Gubern. 
Eccles.” Lond. 1729. 4to. p. ii. 
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order and jurisdiction . . . . The power of holy or eccle- 
siastical order is nothing else but that power which is 
specially given to men sanctified and set apart from others 
to perform certain sacred supernatural and eminent 
actions, which others of another rank may not at all or not 
ordinarily meddle with: as to preach the word, administer 
the sacraments, and the like. The next kind of ecclesias- 
tical power is that of jurisdiction. For the more distinct 
and full understanding whereof, we must note that three 
things are implied in the calling of ecclesiastical ministers. 
First, an election, choice or designment of persons fit for 
so high and excellent employment. Secondly, the con- 
secrating of them and giving them power and authority 
to intermeddle with things pertaining to the service of 
Godse 00. Thirdly, the assigning and dividing out to 
each man thus sanctified to so excellent a work, that por- 
tion of God’s people which he is to take care of, who must 
be directed by him in things that pertain to the hope of 
eternal salvation. This particular assignation giveth to 
them that had only the power of order before the power 
of jurisdiction also over the persons of men. Thus, then, 
it is necessary that the people of God be sorted into 
several portions, and the sheep of Christ divided into 
several flocks, for the more orderly guiding of them. . 

The Apostles of Christ and their successors, when they 
planted the Churches, so divided the people of God con- 
verted by their ministry into particular Churches, that 
each city and the places near adjoining did make but one 
Church. Now, because the unity and peace of each par- 
ticular Church of God, and flock of his sheep, dependeth 
on the unity of the pastor, and yet the necessities of the 
many duties that are to be performed in Churches of so 
large extent require more ecclesiastical ministers than 
one, therefore, though there be many presbyters, that is, 
many fatherly guides of one Church, yet there is one 
amongst the rest that is specially pastor of the place, who 
for distinction sake is named a bishop; to whom an emi- 
nent and peerless power is given for the avoiding of 
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schisms and factions; and the rest are but his assistants 
and coadjutors, and named by the general name of pres- 
byters. So that, in the performance of the acts of eccle- 
siastical ministry, when he is present and will do them 
himself, they must give place, and in his absence, or when 
being present he needeth assistance, they may do nothing 
without his consent and liking. Yea, so far, for order’s 
sake, is he preferred before the rest, that some things 
are specially reserved to him only, as the ordaining of 
such as should assist him in the work of his ministry, 
the reconciling of penitents, confirmation of such as were 
baptized by imposition of hands, dedication of Churches, 
and such like. These being the divers sorts and kinds of 
ecclesiastical power, it will easily appear to all them that 
enter into the due consideration thereof, that the power 
of ecclesiastical or sacred order, that is, the power and 
authority to intermeddle with things pertaining to the 
service of God, and to perform eminent acts of gracious 
efficacy, tending to the procuring of the eternal good of 
the sons of men, is equal and the same in all those whom 
we call presbyters, that is, fatherly guides of God’s Church 
and people; and that only for order’s sake, and the pre- 
servation of peace, there is a limitation of the use and 
exercise of the same. Hereunto agree all the best learned 
amongst the Romanists themselves, freely confessing that 
that wherein a bishop excelleth a presbyter is not a dis- 
tinct and higher order or power of order, but a kind of 
dignity and office or imployment only. Which they 
prove because a presbyter ordained per saltum, that never 
was consecrated or ordained deacon, may notwithstanding 
do all those acts that pertain to the deacon’s order, be- 
cause the higher order doth always imply in it the lower 
and inferior in an eminent and excellent sort. Buta 
bishop ordained per saltum, that never had the ordination 
of a presbyter, can neither consecrate and administer the 
sacrament of the Lord’s body, nor ordain a presbyter, 
hinself being none, nor do any act peculiarly pertaining 
to presbyters. Whereby it is most evident, that that 
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wherein a bishop excelleth a presbyter is not a distinct 
power of order, but an eminency and dignity only, spe- 
cially yielded to one above all the rest of the same rank 
for order sake, and to preserve the unity and peace of the 
Church. Hence it followeth, that many things, which in 
some cases presbyters may lawfully do, are peculiarly re- 
served unto bishops,as Hierome noteth, rather for the honour 
of their ministry than the necessity of any law. And there- 
fore we read, that presbyters in some places, and at some 
times, did impose hands and confirm such as were baptized, 
which when Gregory Bishop of Rome would wholly have 
forbidden, there was so great exception taken to him for it, 
that he left it free again. And who knoweth not that all 
presbyters, in cases of necessity, may absolve and reconcile 
penitents, a thing in ordinary course appropriated unto 
bishops? And why not by the same reason ordain pres- 
byters and deacons in cases of like necessity? For seeing 
the cause why they are forbidden to do these acts, is, be- 
cause to bishops ordinarily the care of all Churches is 
committed, and to them in all reason the ordination of 
such as must serve in the Church pertaineth that have the 
chief care of the Church, and have Churches wherein to 
imploy them; which only bishops have as long as they 
retain their standing, and not presbyters, being but assist- 
ants to bishops in their Churches; if they become enemies 
to God and true religion, in case of such necessity, as the 
care and government of the Church is devolved to the 
presbyters remaining catholic and being of a better spirit, 
so the duty of ordaining such as are to assist or succeed 
them in the work of the ministry pertains to them like- 
wise. For if the power of order and authority to inter- 
meddle in things pertaining to God’s service be the same 
in all presbyters, and that they be limited in the execution 
of it only for order sake, so that in case of necessity every 

of them may baptize and confirm them whom they have 
_ baptized, absolve and reconcile penitents, and do all those 
other acts which regularly are appropriated unto the 
bishop alone, there is no reason to be given but that in 
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case of necessity, wherein all bishops were extinguished 
by death, or being fallen into heresy should refuse to 
ordain any to serve God in his true worship, but that 
presbyters, as they may do all other acts, whatsoever 
special challenge bishops in ordinary course make unto 
them, might do this also. Who, then, dare condemn all 
those worthy ministers of God that were ordained by 
presbyters in sundry Churches of the world, at such times 
as bishops in those parts where they lived opposed them- 
selves against the truth of God, and persecuted such as 
professed it? Surely the best learned in the Church of 
Rome in former times durst not pronounce all ordinations 
of this nature to be void. For not only Armachanus, a 
very learned and worthy bishop, but, as it appeareth by 
Alexander of Hales, many learned men in his time and 
before were of opinion that in some cases and at some 
times presbyters may give orders, and that their ordina- 
tions are of force, though to do so, not being urged by 
extreme necessity, cannot be excused from over great 
boldness and presumption... All that may be alleged 
out of the Fathers for proof of the contrary may be re- 
duced to two heads. For, first, whereas they make all 
such ordinations void as are made by presbyters, it is to 
be understood according to the strictness of the canons in 
use in their time, and not absolutely in the nature of the 
thing, which appears in that they likewise make all ordi- 
nations sine titulo to be void; all ordinations of bishops 
ordained by fewer than three bishops with the metropo- 
litan ; all ordinations of presbyters by bishops out of their 
own Churches without special leave; whereas I am well 
assured the Romanists will not pronounce any of these to 
be void, though the parties so doing are not excusable 
from all fault. Secondly, their sayings are to be under- 
stood regularly not without exception of some special 
cases that may fall out.”1 And further on in the same 
work he quotes with approbation the following remarks 
of Durandus (in 4 Sent. Dist. 24, q. 5,) “Touching the 


1 Fiexip, Of the Church, bk. iii. c. 39. pp. 155—8. 
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power of consecration or order,” saith Durandus, “it is 
much doubted of among divines whether any be greater 
therein than an ordinary presbyter; for Hierome seemeth 
to have been of opinion that the highest power of con- 
secration or order is the power of a priest or elder, so that 
every priest in respect of his priestly power may minister 
all sacraments, confirm the baptized, give all orders, all 
blessings and consecrations; but that for the avoiding of the 
peril of schism it was ordained that one should be chosen 
who should be named a bishop, to whom the rest should 
obey, and to whom it was reserved to give orders, and to 
do some such other things as none but bishops do. And 
afterwards he saith that Hierome is clearly of this opinion ; 
not making the distinction of bishops from presbyters a 
mere human invention or a thing not necessary, as Aerius 
did, but thinking that amongst them who are equal in 
the power of order, and equally enabled to do any sacred 
act, the Apostles, for the avoiding of schism and confusion, 
and the preservation of unity, peace, and order, ordained 
that in each Church one should be before and above the 
rest, without whom the rest should do nothing, and to 
whom some things should be peculiarly reserved, as the 
dedicating of churches, reconciling of penitents, confirm- 
ing of the baptized, and the ordination of such as are to 
serve in the work of the ministry; of which the three 
former were reserved to the bishop alone, potius ad ho- 
norem sacerdotit quam ad legis necessitatem, that is rather 
to honour his priestly and bishoply place than for that 
these things at all may not be done by any other.” 4 

The reader will observe, then, that the ground here 
taken by Dean Field is, that a presbyter at his ordination 
receives full power to perform all the functions of the 
divine ministry and service, all sacred acts of whatever 
kind, the exercise of which power however is to be regu- 
lated by the situation in which he may be placed in the 
Church. Hence it is said that a presbyter and a bishop 


1 Tb. bk. v. c. 27, p, 500. 
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do not differ in order but only in office, which, notwith- 
standing it has been cavilled at as an unmeaning and 
nugatory distinction, appears to me a very intelligible 
and useful one. 

By the consideration of these authorities, then, and espe- 
cially from their own admissions as to our early reformers, 
I hope that our opponents will be more ready to draw a 
distinction between a rule being laid down by our Church 
in this matter, as most agreeable to ecclesiastical order, to 
serve for the guidance of her own members, and a solemn 
determination by her that all who differ from that stan- 
dard are without any lawful ministry. ‘ The 23d Article,” 
says Mr. Keble, “ affirms the principle of the succession.” 
“The Article virtually enforces succession as the test of a 
lawful ministry.” (pp. 97, 8.) True, asit respects our own 
Church, but not as it respects “a lawful ministry” in the 
abstract. Mr. Keble has himself admitted that our early 
reformers shrunk from any such avowal. Nay, Hooker’s 
instance of valid unepiscopal orders is that of Beza, pre- 
cisely the sort of case Mr. Keble has supposed (p. 98) and 
pronounced against. Now all Mr. Keble’s argumenta- 
tion refers only to the abstract case, for no one disputes 
what sort of ordination is alone admitted in the Church 
of England as a qualification for her own ministers, and 
therefore his application of the Article falls to the ground, 
and is clearly an oversight, for it was drawn up by those 
whom he blames for never having avowed such doc- 
trine. 

“T do allow episcopacy,” says Dean Sherlock, “ to 
be an Apostolical institution, and the truly antient and 
catholic government of the Church, of which more here- 
after; but yet in this very book I prove industriously and 
at large, that in case of necessity, when bishops cannot be 
had, a Church may be a truly Catholic Church, and such 
as we may and ought to communicate with, without bishops, 
in vindication of some foreign reformed Churches who 
have none, and therefore I do not make episcopacy so ab- 
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solutely necessary to catholic communion as to unchurch 
all Churches which have it not.”1 “The Church of Eng- 
land does not deny but that in case of necessity the ordi- 
nation of presbyters may be valid.” ? 

And surely the practice of the Society for the Propaga- 
tion of the Gospel for many years in their employment of 
missionaries who had received only Lutheran orders, shows 
what the genera] feeling among the prelates of our 
Church in later times has been as to the validity of such 
orders.? 

And as it respects that which is essential to the being 
of a Church, the excellent Dr. Claget (so highly com- 
mended by Archbishop Sharp‘), in his examination of 
Bellarmine’s seventh note of the Church, viz. “the 
union of the members among themselves, and with the 
Head,” having pointed out seven “grounds and no- 
tions of Church-unity,” which “ought” all to be in 
the Church, adds, “ But some of them are necessary 
to the being of the Church; and they are, the ac- 
knowledgment of the one Lord, the profession of the 
one faith, and admission into the state of Christian duties 
and privileges by one baptism. And this is all that I can 
find absolutely necessary to the being of a Church; inas- 
much as the Apostle says, ‘ That we are all baptized into 
one body.’ And therefore, so far as unity in these things 
is spread and obtains in the world, so far and no farther 
is the body of the Church propagated, because it is one 


Pyathis: unity Hp es) The Church of England . . 
doth not unchurch those parts of Christendom that hold 
the unity of the faith. .... From hence, also, the folly 


of that conceit may be easily discerned that, in this di- 
vided state of Christendom, there must be one Church, 


1 Vindication of some Protestant principles of Church unity and catholic 
communion in Bishop Gibson’s Preservative, vol. iii. p. 410. 

2 Tb. p. 482. 

3 See the Reports of the Society and Dean Pearson’s Life of Schwartz. 

4 See Life of Archbishop Sharp. 
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which is the only Church of Christ, exclusively to all the 
rest that are not in communion with her; which is as 
much as to say, That because there is not that unity 
amongst Christians which there ought to be, therefore 
there is none at all; and because they are not united in 
one communion, therefore they are not united in one 
Lord, one faith, one baptism.” 4 

There is a great difference between a body of men 
wanting some of those things that are requisite to the 
perfection of a Church, and not being a Church at all. 

These remarks of Dr, Claget naturally lead me to 
notice a case which our preceding observations have 
not touched. 

What we have hitherto said refers only to such 
cases as those of the foreign reformed Churches, and 
the Church of Scotland; not to the schismatical ordi- 
nations performed by presbyters or others in an episcopal 
Church professing the orthodox faith ; and if our observa- 
tions may be considered as showing that the orders of 
those Churches, though somewhat irregular, are not es- 
sentially invalid, then it will, of course, be granted by all, 
that the sacraments are valid as administered by them. 
The doctrine of “ episcopal grace” we shall consider pre- 
sently. 

But there is also another class of ecclesiastical commu- 
nities, whose case certainly differs from that of those we 
have just been considering, namely, the Protestant Dis- 
senters. With respect to these, the language of our op- 
ponents is, of course, still more severe (as, doubtless, they 
have laid themselves far more open to censure) than con- 
cerning the former. The Dissenters appear to be left 
without hesitation to the uncovenanted mercies of God, 
that is, (whatever our opponents may say to the contrary,) 
to no mercies at all; for, if a body of men living in the 


1 Brief discourse concerning the notes of the Church, pp. 166—9, or Bishop 
Gibson’s Preservative, vol. i. Tit. 3. c. 2. pp. 121—3; andsee Dean Sherlock’s 
Vindic. of his Disc. conc. the notes of the Church. 
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midst of the Christian Church, and professing to belong 
to it, have acted so as to put themselves beyond the pale 
of all God’s covenanted mercies, it is a mere cyasion, for 
the purpose of avoiding a charge of uncharitableness, to 
insinuate that they may find mercy in a way that has not 
been promised. Let those who say this, take heed by 
what rule they are measuring God’s covenant. 

This is a painful subject to discuss, nor is it pertinent 
to our present subject to do more than briefly touch upon 
it ; but whatever censures may belong to those who cause 
needless divisions in a Church, whatever punishment we 
may think it probable that God will inflict upon those 
among them who are of a really schismatical spirit and 
temper, and surely such are no trifling sins, I feel bound 
to protest against the doctrine of our opponents on the 
subject. 

The Tractators seem to argue thus, that because Christ 
ordained pastors for his Church, therefore the ministry of 
the word and sacraments is so exclusively in their hands, 
that if, by any means, they are removed, the people must 
be altogether without those privileges. But the latter is 
by no means a consequence of the former. The institu- 
tion of pastors for the Church, is a wise, and useful, and 
merciful provision for the wants of the Church. It does 
not show that no one can do what they may do. It only 
provides that there shall always be some in the Church to 
perform certain offices, and guide the people in spiritual 
things. True, indeed, it follows from this, that an unne- 
cessary interference with the duties devolving upon them 
by laymen, is contrary to that good order which ought to 
reign in the Church. Nor can it be denied that, for in- 
dividuals to break off communion with pastors so consti- 
tuted, under whom the providence of God had placed 
them, and set up pastors for themselves, except on the 
ground of grievous error, is an act of schism, such as 
would have met with unqualified condemnation from the 
Apostles. But it is quite another matter to say that a 
certain form of Church government and pastoral qualifi- 
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cation is essentially and per se necessary, s0 as to be a 
sine qua non to union with the Christian Church. 

What says Hooker on this point? ‘“ Whereupon, be- 
cause the only object which separateth ours from other 
religions is Jesus Christ, in whom none but the Church 
doth believe, and whom none but the Church doth 
worship, we find that accordingly the Apostles do every- 
where distinguish hereby the Church from infidels and 
from Jews; accounting ‘them which call upon the name 
of our Lord Jesus Christ to be his Church. If we go lower 
we shall but add uato this certain casual and variable ac- 
cidents, which are not properly of the being; but make 
only for the happier and better being of the Church of 
God, either in deed, or in men’s opinions and conceits. 
This is the error of all Popish definitions that hitherto have 
been brought. * They define not the Church by that which 
the Church essentially is, but by that wherein they ima- 
gine their own more perfect than the rest are. Touching 
parts of eminency and perfection, parts likewise of imper- 
fection and defect, in the Church of God, they are infinite ; 
their degrees and differences no way possible to be drawn 
unto any certain account. There is not the least conten- 
tion and variance, but it blemisheth somewhat the unity 
that ought to be in the Church of Christ, which notwith- 
standing may have not only without offence or breach of 
concord her manifold varieties in rites and ceremonies of 
religion, but also her strifes and contentions many times, 
and that about matters of no small importance, yea, her 
schisms, factions, and such other evils, whereunto the body 
of the Church is subject, sound and sick remaining both of 
the same body, as long as both parts retain, by outward pro- 
fession, that vital substance of truth, which maketh Chris- 
tian religion to differ from theirs, which acknowledge not 
our Lord Jesus Christ, the blessed Saviour of mankind ; 
give no credit to his glorious Gospel, and have his Sacra- 
ments, the seals of eternal life, in derision.”! And else- 
where, speaking more fully on this subject, he says,— 


1 Bk. V.c. 68. 
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“ The unity of which visible body and Church of Christ 
consisteth in that uniformity, which all several persons 
thereunto belonging have, by reason of that one Lord 
whose servants they all profess themselves, that one faith 
which they all acknowledge, that one baptism wherewith 
they are all initiated.” “We speak now of the visible 
Church, whose children are signed with this mark, ‘one 
Lord, one faith, one baptism.” “ All men are, of neces- 
sity, either Christians, or not Christians. If by external 
profession they be Christians, then are they of the visible 
Church of Christ ; and Christians by external profession 
they are all, whose mark of recognizance hath in it those 
things which we have mentioned.”! 

With regard to their orders, I freely admit that I know 
not how, as it respects (to say the least) most of them, they 
can pretend to have any regularly-ordained clergy among 
them. If we find that in Apostolic times the duties of 
the ministry were, under ordinary circumstances, and in a 
regularly-formed Church, only discharged by those who 
had received a commission deriving its authority origi- 
nally from Christ, through the Apostles, (and the very 
fact of such a ministry being formed, shows that such was 
the case,) then I know not how we can consider any as 
regularly commissioned to perform the duties of the mi- 
nisterial office, but those who are similarly ordained to it. 

But that this necessarily and essentially vitiates and ren- 
ders invalid the administration of the sacraments, and all 
the ministerial acts performed by their pastors, our oppo- 
nents can never prove. I have already shown? that the 
testimony of antiquity is opposed to such a notion. Nor 
does this concession at all tend to nullify the use and 
importance of the sacred ministry, nor to interfere with 
the preservation, under all ordinary circumstances, of ec- 
clesiastical order. The same author, Tertullian, who per- 
mits the layman, in the absence of the ordained minister, 
both to baptize and administer the Eucharist, says else- 


! Bk. ili.c. 1. See the whole context. 
? See pp. 51—55 and pp. 58, 59 above. 
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where, that even the presbyter must not baptize without the 
leave of the bishop. And the passage is so appropriate 
in this place, that I will give the reader an extract from 
it. “The right of giving baptism is possessed by the 
chief priest, who is the bishop; then by the presbyters 
and deacons, but not without the authority of the bishop 
for the sake of the honour [? order] of the Church, which 
being preserved, peace is preserved. Otherwise laymen 
have the right; for that which is equally received, may 
equally be given... . but how much more is the dis- 
cipline of modesty and orderly behaviour the duty of lay- 
men, since these things belong to those above them, that 
they should not assume to themselves the office of episco- 
pacy assigned to bishops. Emulation is the mother of 
schisms. All things are lawful to me, said the most holy 
Apostle, but all things are not expedient. Let it suffice 
that you may use the liberty in cases of necessity, as 
where the circumstances of the place, time, or person re- 
quire it. For then the boldness of the helper is allowed, 
when the circumstances of a person in danger force it. 
Since a man will be guilty of the destruction of another, 
if he shall have neglected to give what he might freely 
have given.” 1 

Ministration in sacred things is confined to the clergy 
for the sake of ecclesiastical order; which order as it was 
ordained by God, so a needless infraction of it will doubt- 
less be visited, more or less, according to circumstances, 
with the marks of his displeasure; and the clergy are set 


' Dandi [i. e. baptismum] habet jus summus Sacerdos, qui est Episcopus ; 
dehine presbyteri et diaconi, non tamen sine Episcopi auctoritate propter Ke- 
clesie honorem [? ordinem], quo salvo, salva pax est. Alioquin etiam laicis 
jus est, quod enim ex equo accipitur ex equo dari potest . . . . . sed quanto 
magis laicis disciplina verecundiz et modestia incumbit, cum ea majoribus 
competant, ne sibi adsumant dicatum Episcopis officium Episcopatus. A’mu- 
latio schismatum mater est. Omnia licere, dixit sanctissimus Apostolus, sed 
non omnia expedire. Sufficiat scilicet in necessitatibus utaris, sicubi aut loci 
aut temporis aut persone conditio compellit. Tune enim constantia suceur- 
rentis excipitur cum urget circumstantia periclitantis. Quoniam reus erit per- 
diti hominis si supersederit prastare quod libere potuit. Tertull. De bapt. 
¢. 17. pp. 230, 231. 
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apart for that ministry, somewhat as the tribe of Levi 
was set apart for the service of the Temple, under the Old 
Testament. But that there is the same distinction between 
the clergy and the laity, as there was between the priests 
and the laity under the Old Testament, is contradicted 
both by Scripture and antiquity. 

If there is a sufficient reason to justify the people in 
breaking that prescribed ecclesiastical order, and sepa- 
rating themselves from their clergy, there is no essential 
impediment, where the necessity of the case requires it, 
to their appointing some from among themselves to 
fulfil the ministerial function. And a sufficient reason 
there is, if the faith has been corrupted, and the terms 
of communion rendered sinful; and hence, we doubt 
not, a secession from the Church of Rome, had it been 
made by laymen only, would have been justifiable; and 
the seceders fully authorized to appoint a ministry from 
among themselves, (if they could obtain none Apostoli- 
cally commissioned to join with them in their secession,) 
and expect the Divine blessing upon their ministrations. 
Such a secession would certainly have met with the ap- 
probation of Cyprian ;! for although in the case men- 
tioned in the Epistle I have referred to below, nothing 
perhaps took place that was uncanonical, because there 
were bishops at hand to countenance what was done; 
yet the statements and arguments of Cyprian are general, 
and would certainly not have had less force, if all the 
neighbouring bishops had been involved in the same 
errors as the bishops there inculpated. 

Hence the culpability of such separations depends en- 
tirely upon the circumstances under which they are made ; 
and such bodies, though having none among them Apo- 
stolically commissioned, may yet be sound parts of the 
Church of Christ, and much more parts of that Church 
partially only defective. 

The consequence is, that the question of union or sepa: 
ration is a case of conscience, in which each man. must” 


‘ Cypr. Ep. ad cler. et pleb. in Hisp. Ep. 68. Pamel. and Fell. 
12 
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act according to the light which he possesses. And 
though a man may err in his decision, and thereby even 
disturb the peace of the Church, and bring much evil 
upon himself and others, and perhaps expose himself to 
punishment, I should be loath to maintain that if he has 
acted with sincerity, and holds the fundamentals of the 
faith, and regulates his life correspondently, he is not a 
member of Christ’s visible Church ; and one, moreover, 
who is upon the whole in a state of salvation. 

“The true notion of a Church,” says Dean Sherlock, 
“is the cetus fidelium, or the company of the faithful, of 
those who profess the true faith of Christ, and are united 
to him by baptism.’—‘ No Christian can separate from 
the Catholic Church (in this sense of it, as it signifies the 
whole company and family of Christians, which is the 
true notion of the Catholic Church), while he continues a 
Christian ; for that is a contradiction, to be a Christian 
and not to belong to the whole number of Christians; 
that is, to be a Christian, and to be no Christian: for if 
he be a Christian, he belongs to the number of Christians, 
and then he is a member of the Catholic Church, and con- 
sequently not a separatist from it. Mothing can separate 
us from the Catholic Church, but what forfeits our Chris- 
tranity, either a final apostasy or such heresies as are equi- 
valent to apostasy ..... Schism and separation is a 
breach of the external and visible communion of the 
Church, not of the essential unity of it; the Church is one 
Church still, whatever breaches and schisms there are in 
its external communion; for the unity of the Catholic 
Church consists in the union of the whole to Christ, 
which makes them one body in him; not in the external 
communion of the several parts of it to each other. And 
therefore it is not a separation from one another, but only 
a separation from Christ, which is a separation from the 
Catholic Church,”? There may be one Lord, one faith, 
one baptism, to those who are not in external communion 


? Dise. conc. the nature, unity, and comm. of the Catholic Church, pp. 32, 
52, 53. 


FULLY REVEALED IN SCRIPTURE. Ls 


with one another. There may be, therefore, a spiritual 
relationship where, through the infirmity of the flesh, that 
relationship is not recognized, and does not issue in com- 
munion ; just as men may be members of one family, who 
do not live together in friendly communion as of one family. 

The doctrine of our Church, therefore, on the subject 
of Church government, may, I hope, be fully maintained, 
where it is not considered to involve any such anathemas 
as our opponents launch against those who have sepa- 
rated from her communion, or to consign any to God’s 
* unecovenanted mercies” who are sound in the funda- 
mentals of the faith, and of a life correspondent to their 
professed faith, however erroneous may be their notions 
of ecclesiastical polity. 

There is a great difference between a Church laying 
down necessary articles of communion for her own mem- 
bers, which may be required for the preservation of what 
she considers to be important in doctrine and polity in 
her own communion, and her making the maintenance 
of those articles necessary to every Christian community 
as a sine qua non to their being recognized as part of the 
orthodox Church of Christ. For the latter, I conceive, 
such only should be laid down as may be considered to 
be points simply and absolutely fundamental and neces- 
sary tosalvation. For otherwise we unchurch those whom 
we dare not deny that Christ may own as his followers ; 
which seems to me worse than absurd. 

Here, then, I leave the case which we are now consi- 
dering, as I have no inclination to find apologies for 
those needless schisms and divisions by which our Church 
has been rent in pieces, and the cause of Christ both 
here, and if here, throughout the world, seriously in- 
jured. Let it not be supposed that in the remarks we 
have just offered there was any wish to throw a shield 
over such irregularities, or to make light of unnecessary 
divisions in the Church. Far from it. We believe them 
to be sinful. Nay more; the evils inherent in schism 
aud forms of Church government devised by the fancy of 
man are such as generally bring their own punishment 
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with them in this world. There is not the same stability 
in such communions. They are the rendezvous for men 
of unquiet and turbulent spirits, whose influence upon 
their respective communities is anything but favourable 
to genuine piety, and even the peace of society. They 
are, many of them, for the sake, as it is admitted, of 
non-essentials, placing impediments to the progress of 
that cause which they profess to have most at heart. 
Nay, from an avowed feeling of jealousy, we have seen 
many of them in the last few years, with a spirit of 
uncompromising hostility, waging war against the pri- 
vileges of our Apostolical National Church, from which 
they have separated, and banding together with Reman- 
ists, heretics, and infidels, for the purpose of overthrowing 
her influence, robbing her of what the piety of preceding 
generations has placed in her hands to enable her to pur- 
sue the objects of her high calling, and, in a word, razing 
her to the ground. 

Surely of such we must say, in the words of Irenzus, 
“ God will judge those who produce schisms, who are 
destitute of the love of God, contemplating their own 
profit, and not the unity of the Church, and for the sake 
of small and trifling causes, dividing and splitting into 
parts the great and glorious body of Christ, and, as far as 
in them lies, slaying it; who have peace in their mouth 
and war in their acts, who in very deed strain at a gnat 
and swallow a camel,” 

We neither agree, therefore, with those who leave 
them to the uncovenanted mercies of God, nor with those 
who are countenancing them in their mistaken course. 
And it is a matter for the serious consideration of all 
those members of our Church who believe that God is a 
God of peace and order, and that unnecessary schisms 


> Avaxpwet Se tous Ta oXtopaTa epyafomevous, KevoUS ovTUs THS TOV @eov arya- 
TNS, Kel TO LOLOY AvoLTERES OKOTOVYTUS, GAAG MN THY EVMTLY THS EKKANOLAS’ Kot 
dia pukpus Kar ras tpovcas [TuxXoveas] aitias To eye, iat evdotov owua Tov 
Xpirrov teuvoyvtas Kat diaipovyras, Kat Scov To ew avros avaLpoUVTas* TOUS 
elpnvnv AaAovYTAS, Kal TOAEMOV ep'yasouevous, aAnOws SivAGovTas Toy KwywTa Tov 
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and divisions in his Church are displeasing to him, how 
far they would be acting agreeably to his will in making 
light of such divisions, and fraternizing with those who 
are unnecessarily quarrelling with the constituted order 
of things in the Church in which God had placed them, 
and are even seeking to deprive it of all the external 
privileges with which, in the providence of God, the 
piety of former ages has endowed it. 

I proceed to notice the remaining portion of our oppo- 
nents’ doctrine on this subject. 

Whether the grace of the sacraments ordinarily comes 
only through the sacraments, is a question which, how- 
ever important in itself, is but indirectly connected with 
the point now under discussion, and therefore in this 
place I must pass it over. 

But there remains for consideration one more point 
in the doctrine of our opponents on this subject, namely, 
their notion of “ episcopal grace ;” which is, as we have 
already stated,! that by episcopal ordination (such, that is, 
as they maintain to be the only valid kind) there is con- 
ferred in all cases the gift of the Holy Spirit to abide in 
the person ordained, “ as for all other parts of his office, 
so for the custody of the good deposit, the fundamentals of 
doctrine and practice,’ which is called, “ the doctrine of 
ministerial grace derived by succession from the Apostles,” 
or the doctrine of “ episcopal grace ;” though of course it 
is admitted that a person may receive this grace in vain, 
and after receiving it, be “ liable to error, and heresy, 
and apostasy.” (p. 105.) And Mr. Keble elsewhere 
states, that “the obvious meaning of 2 Tim. i. 14, is, 
that the treasure of sound doctrine was to be guarded by 
the grace of the Apostolical succession.” ‘“ Apostolical or 
episcopal grace is, by God’s ordinance, the guardian of 
sound doctrine; the Spirit abiding in Timothy is to watch 
incessantly the deposit or trust of divine truth left in his 
charge; and where the one, the succession, fails, there, 
as this verse would lead us to expect, and as all Church- 


1 See p, 73 above. 
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history proves, the other, the truth of doctrine, is imme- 
diately in imminent jeopardy.” 

Now thus much we readily grant, that the ministry 
being of God’s own appointment, and intended for conti- 
nuance to the end of time, for the edification of his 
Church, (Eph. iv. 11—13,) we may humbly hope that 
God’s blessing will more or less rest’ upon it, and his 
Spirit be vouchsafed, to enable those who are ealled to 
that work to fulfil it so as to accomplish his purposes. 
And in each portion of the Church such an expectation 
might reasonably be entertained from the first on behalf 
of its pastors, until facts should seem to show that such 
blessing was withdrawn. 

But ake He has tied his gifts to the acts and apiping 
ments of man, so that they are only bestowed in one pre- 
cise channel, we have no ground for affirming. And 
hence Bishop Jewell rebukes Harding for supposing that 
“ unto such succession God hath bound the Holy Ghost,” 
when “ by succession, Christ saith, Desolation shall sit in 
the Holy Place, and Antichrist shall press into the room 
of Christ;” and to the remark, that “ suceession is the 
chief way for any Christian man to avoid Antichrist,” 
(which seems to be precisely Mr. Keble’s view,) he re- 
plies, “ I grant you, if you mean the suceession of Doc- 
TRINE. ® Supposing that our opponents’ whole scheme 
was precisely laid down by our Lord himself, it follows 
not that there may not be a general corruption of doe- 
trine among the pastors so appointed, and that others not 
so appointed may minister in sacred things acceptably in 
their place in consequence of their defection; and by 
their doctrine (as I shall show presently) the Fathers held 
that they were to be tried whether they were truly sue- 
eessors of the Apostles. 

But these words of Mr. Keble clearly emply, that 
wherever the Apostolical succession is preserved, there, 
in every ordination, the Holy Spirit is given, to abide in 

' Serm. pp. 42, 44; and see p. 51. 
2 Def. of Apol. Pt. i. ch. 5. div. 1. Works, p. 139. 
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the ordained for the preservation of the fundamentals of 
the faith; and that where the Apostolical succession has 
failed, there (though they may by possibility be pre- 
served for a time) we cannot, to say the least, expect to 
find them, and they are left as it were to accident, per- 
sons in such a situation not being recognized as any part 
of the Church. 

Now this goes beyond what some even of the most 
strenuous Romish advocates for the Apostolical succession 
contend for; for Bellarmine himself, though he makes 
such succession a necessary note of the Church, does not 
make it a sure and infallible note, as this would do. But 
it is neither one nor the other, for it will not, I suppose, 
be denied, that there may be soundness in the funda- 
mentals of the faith where that succession is not to be 
found, and therefore it is no distinctive note of the 
Church. What says even Archbishop Laud? “ For 
succession in the general I shall say this. It is a great 
happiness where it may be had visible and continued ; 
and a great conquest over the mutability of this present 
world. But I do not find any one of the antient Fathers 
that makes local, personal, visible, and continued succes- 
sion a necessary sign or mark of the true Church in any 
one place.” And he adds, that Stapleton, in saying that 
“ sound doctrine is indivisible from true and lawful suc- 
cession,” had “ forsaken truth.” } 

Nay, does not the history of the Church present us 
with instances where the fundamentals of the faith have 
not been preserved, and yet the outward succession has 
remained unimpaired, as in the case of the Arians? 

Will it be said, then, that in such a case the Holy 
Spirit is still given to abide in a man for the preservation 
of the fundamentals of the faith, when both the ordained 
and the ordainer are in error in the fundamentals? For 
instance, when Arians ordained Arians, was the Holy 
Spirit necessarily given by that ordination to abide in the 
person ordained, for the preservation of the fundamentals 
of the faith, because the person ordaining had the true 


1 Answer to Fisher, § 39. n. 7, 8. pp. 249, 250, ed, 1686, 
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Apostolical succession, and pronounced the words, Re- 
eeive the Holy Ghost? Such a proposition is surely too 
monstrous to be entertained for a moment. It follows, 
then, that the Holy Spirit is not always thus given 
through ordinations performed strictly according to the 
Apostolical succession. And if not, then the question is 
thrown open, When is it given? And we are not to con- 
elude that whenever men use the words, “ Receive the 
Holy Ghost,” though they may be, in external appoint- 
ment, successors of the Apostles, there the gift of the 
Holy Ghost necessarily follows. That thus the ordained 
have authority given them to exercise the duties and 
functions of the ministry without any infraction of eccle- 
siastical order, and that God will receive the services 
of his people rendered through their ministrations, may 
be quite true, but that they necessarily receive such a gift 
as Mr. Keble supposes, is affirmed without evidence and 
contradicted by facts. 

I know not, indeed, how we can have any right to ex- 
pect more than that the Holy Spirit should give to each 
man severally “as he will ;” or that we can affirm that all 
the declarations of our Lord and his Apostles are not fully 
accomplished, if, amidst all those who are admitted to the 
office of the ministry, the Spirit is given, in the manner 
spoken of by Mr. Keble, there only where God vouchsafes 
to give so great a blessing. I know of no promise that, 
whatever may be the character or conduct of the parties 
concerned, such a blessing shall be conferred in all cases 
where ordination is canonically performed. And the 
argument that, because our Lord promised his Apostles 
to be with them even unto the end of the world, there- 
fore he is present with all those canonically ordained by 
outward succession from the Apostles, is not worth an- 
swering. To assume that our Lord in these words spake 
to the Apostles only as the representatives of the pastors 
of the Church, and not as the representatives of his disci- 
ples generally, is, to say the least, unwarranted, and to me 
appears much more. And thus thought Bishop Pearson, 
for he has expounded the promise as one applying to the 
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Church at large, following moreover in this the interpre- 
tation given to the passage by Leo and Augustine. 
Equally untenable is the notion that the gift conferred 
upon Timothy by the imposition of St. Paul’s hands must 
necessarily be equally conferred by any canonical ordina- 
tion performed now. 

In fact, as to Scriptural arguments for such a doctrine, 
there can be no pretence made to them. And, therefore, 
its supporters wisely take refuge in the Fathers, where, 
from their number, variety of sentiment, ignorance of the 
various controversies by which the Church would be agi- 
tated, rhetorical and inaccurate mode of expressing them- 
selves, some semblance of defence may be found for almost 
any doctrine that can be started. 

But we need not fear to meet them even here. And I 
would ask our opponents, where are the passages by which 
they can show that the Fathers held their notion on this 
point, that is, that ordination, where given through the 
strict Apostolical succession, ensures in all cases the gift of 
the Holy Spirit to abide in the ordained person for the 
custody of the fundamentals of doctrine and practice. I 
am not aware that such a doctrine was ever thought of by 
the primitive Fathers, and therefore until they have given 
some respectable testimony on the subject it is sufficient 
to meet their assertion with a denial. 

But, as it appears to me, what is included and implied 
in this doctrine is of more consequence than the doctrine 
itself, and therefore to meet what seems to be implied, 
though not clearly expressed, in the statements of Mr. 
Keble on this point, I would direct the reader’s attention 
to the following passages from some of the best of the 
Fathers, showing that, in their view, 

(1) The Apostolical succession does not secure to a 
Church soundness in the fundamentals of the faith, and 
that those who have not the latter though they have the 
former are to be avoided. 

(2) That the only absolutely essential point is doctrinal 


! Peargon’s Exposition of the Creed, Article ix, ed. Dobson, p. 512. 
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succession, or the holding the same faith the Apostles did ; 
and that where that faith is held, there, though perhaps 
labouring under irregularities and imperfections in other 
respects, Christ’s Church is to be found, and consequently 
the presence of his Spirit. 

1. That Apostolical succession does not secure to a 
Church soundness in the fundamentals of the faith, and 
that those who have not the latter though they have the 
former are to be avoided. 

And all impartial readers will, I think, admit that if 
this is the case, then the notion, that the Apostolical suec- 
cession secures in all ordinations the gift of the Holy 
Spirit to abide in a person for the preservation af the 
fundamentals, falls to the ground, whatever nice distinc- 
tions may be drawn to bolster it up. 

I begin with Tertullian, whose great argument in his 
Treatise “‘ De Prescript.” is, that the doctrine of the Apo- 
stolical Churches, to which he refers against the heretics, 
was in all likelihood the true one, because those Churches 
agreed together in it, the heretics having no such argu- 
ment to produce ; but if Apostolical succession is a sure 
test of orthodoxy in fundamentals, he would not. have 
troubled himself to point to their agreement, but at once 
have put it upon the ground of their succession. Nay 
more, in this treatise he asks, “ Do we prove the faith by 
persons, or persons by the faith?”! Nay, he directly 
affirms what we maintain, when, having spoken of the suc- 
cession in the Churches of Smyrna and Rome, &c., he says, 
“ Let the heretics make out anything like this..... 
Nay, even if they should do so they will have done nothing. 
For their doctrine when compared with the Apostolical will 
show from its difference and contrariety that it has neither 
an Apostle nor a disciple of the Apostles for its author ; for 
as the Apostles would not have differed from one another 
in their teaching, so neither would the disciples of the 
Apostles have preached a different doctrine to that of the 
Apostles, unless those who were taught by the Apostles 
preached otherwise than they were taught. By this test, 


' Ex personis probamus fidem, an ex fide personas? ¢. 3. p. 203. 
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therefore, they shall be tried by those Churches which, 
although they can produce no Apostle or disciple of the 
Apostles as their author, as being of much later origin, 
and such indeed are daily formed, yet agreeing in the same 
faith are considered as not less Apostolical on account of 
the consanguinity of their doctrine.” } 

Thus also speaks Irenzus, in a passage the beginning 
of which, abstracted from the context, has been quoted in 
favour of opposite views, but how unfairly any one who 
peruses the whole passage will at once see. “ Where- 
fore,” he says, “ we ought to obey those presbyters who 
are in the Church, those I mean who have succession 
from the Apostles as we have shown, who with the suc- 
cession of the episcopate have received according to the 
good pleasure of the Father the sure gift of truth ... 
But they who are looked upon by many as presbyters, but 
serve their own pleasures, and do not in their hearts 
make the fear of God their rule, but persecute others 
with reproaches, and are elated with pride at their exalta- 
tion to the chief seat, and secretly do evil, and say, ‘ No 
one seeth us,’ shall be reproved by the Word. . . . From 
all such it behoves us to stand aloof, and to cleave to those 
who, as I have said before, both retain THE DOCTRINE OF 
THE ApostLes and with the order of the presbytership [or, 
as others read, of a presbyter] exhibit soundness in word 
and a blameless conversation for the edification and correc- 
tion of the rest.”? Here, then, are evidently two sorts of 


1 Confingant tale aliquid heretici. . . Sed etsi confinxerint, nihil promove- 
bunt. Ipsa enim doctrina eorum cum Apostolica comparata, ex diversitate et 
contrarietate sua pronuntiabit, neque Apostoli alicujus auctoris esse neque 
Apostolici: quia sicut Apostoli non diversa inter se docuissent, ita et Apostolici 
non contraria Apostolis edidissent, nisi illi qui ab Apostolis didicerunt aliter 
predicaverunt. Ad hanc itaque formam probabuntur ab illis Ecclesiis que 
licet nullum ex Apostolis vel Apostolicis auctorem suum proferant, ut multo 
posteriores, quze denique quotidie instituuntur, tamen in eadem fide conspi- 
rantes non minus Apostolice deputantur pro consanguinitate doctrine. ¢, 32. 
p. 213. So further on he says, Unde autem extranei et inimici Apostolis 
heretici, nisi ex diversitate doctrine. c. 37. p. 216. 

2 Quapropter eis quiin Ecclesia sunt Preshyteris obaudire oportet, his qui 
suecessionem habent ab Apostolis, sicut ostendimus; qui cum episcopatus 
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successors of the Apostles, and from one of them we 
are directed to hold ourselves aloof. 

Next let us hear Ambrose. ‘ Christ,” saith he, ‘is the 
only one whom no one ought under any circumstances to 
forsake or exchange for another.” And then having bid- 
den us seek the faith in the Church first, he adds, “in 
which if Christ dwells, it is beyond doubt to be chosen by 
us; but if an unfaithful people or an heretical teacher 
defiles the place, the communion of heretics is to be 
avoided, their place of assembly to be shunned... Jf 
there is any Church which rgects the faith and does not 
possess the fundamentals of the doctrine of the Apostles . 
it is to be deserted.” 1 : 

Thus also speaks Augustine ;—“ We ought to find the 
Church, as the Head of the Chureh, in the holy canonical 
Scriptures, not to inquire for it in the various reports, and 
opinions, and deeds, and words, and visions of men.” ? 
“ Whether they [i. e. the Donatists] hold the Church, 
they must show by the canonical books of the Divine 
Scriptures alone ; for we do not say that we must be 


successione charisma veritatis certum secundum placitum Patris acceperunt 
.. «+. Qui vero crediti quidem sunt a multis esse presbyteri, serviunt 
autem suis voluptatibus, et non preponunt timorem Dei in cordibus suis, sed 
contumeliis agunt reliquos, et principalis cousessionis tumore elati sunt, et in 
absconsis agunt mala et dicunt, Nemo nos videt, redarguentur a Verbo.... 
Ab omnibus igitur talibus absistere oportet ; adherere vero his qui et Apo- 
stolorum sicut prediximus doctrinam custodiunt, et cum presbyterii [presby- 
teri] ordine sermonem sanum et conversationem sine offensa prestant ad 
informationem et correctionem reliquorum. Inen. ady. her. lib. iv. ec. 43, 
44, pp. 343, 4. ed. Grabe. 

1 Hic [i. e. Christus] est igitur solus quem nemo debet deserere, nemo 
mutare..... Fides igitur imprimis Ecclesie querenda mandatur, in qua 
si Christus habitator sit, haud dubie sit legenda; sin vero perfidus populus 
aut preceptor hereticus deformet habitaculum, vitanda hereticorum com- 
munio, fugienda Synagoga censetur .... Si qua est Ecclesia que fidem 
respuat nec Apostolice predicationis fundamenta possideat, ne quam labem 
perfidie possit adspergere deserenda est. Ambros. In Lue. lib. vi. § 68. 
(In c.9, v. 4.) Tom. i. col. 1399. 

? Quam [i. e. Keclesiam] sicut ipsum caput in Seripturis sanctis canonicis 
debemus agnoscere, non in variis hominum rumoribus et opinionibus et factis et 
dictis et visisinquirere. Contr. Donat. Ep. (vulg. De unitate eccles.) ¢. 19. 
tom. ix. col. 372, 
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believed because we are in the Church of Christ, because 
Optatus of Milevi, or Ambrose of Milan, or innumerable 
other bishops of our communion, commended that Church 
to which we belong, or because it is extolled by the Coun- 
cils of our colleagues, or because through the whole world 
in the holy places which those of our communion frequent 
such wonderful answers to prayer or cures happen .. . 
Whatever things of this kind take place in the Catholic 
Church are therefore to be approved of because they take 
place in the Catholic Church; but it is not proved to be 
the Catholic Church because these things happen in it. - 
The Lord Jesus himself when he had risen from the dead 
. . . judged that his disciples were to be convinced by 
the testimonies of the Law and the Prophets and the 
Psalms. .... These are the proofs, these the founda- 
tions, these the supports of our cause. We read in the 
Acts of the Apostles of some who believed, that they 
searched the Scriptures daily whether those things were 
so. What Scriptures but the canonical Scriptures of the 
Law and the Prophets? To these have been added the 
Gospels, the Apostolical Epistles, the Acts of the Apo- 
stles, the Apocalypse of John.” ? 

Lastly, the author of the fragment of an Exposition of 
St. Matthew, attributed to Chrysostom, and admitted by 
many of the Romanists themselves to be the work of no 


1 Sed utrum ipsi Ecclesiam teneant, non nisi de divinarum Scripturarum 
canonicis libris ostendant ; quia nec nos propterea dicimus nobis credi oportere 
quod in Ecclesia Christi sumus, quia ipsam quam tenemus commendavit 
Mileyitanus Optatus vel Mediolanensis Ambrosius, vel alii innumerabiles nostra 
communionis episcopi; aut quia nostrorum collegarum conciliis ipsa predicata 
est ; aut quia per totum orbem in locis sanctis que frequentat nostra com- 
munio, tanta mirabilia vel exauditionum vel sanitatum fiunt. . . Quecunque 
talia in Catholica fiunt ideo sunt approbanda, quia in Catholica fiunt; non 
ideo ipsa manifestatur Catholica quia hee in ea fiunt. Ipse Dominus Jesus 
cum resurrexisset a mortuis . . . eos [i. e. discipulos] testimoniis Legis et 
Prophetarum et Psalmorum confirmandos esse judicavit . . - Hae sunt 
causse nostre documenta, hee fundamenta, hee firmamenta. Legimus 
in Actibus Apostolorum dictum de quibusdam credentibus, quod quotidie 
scrutarentur Scripturas an hec ita se haberent ; quas utique Scripturas nisi 
canonicas Legis et Prophetarum ? Hue accesserunt Evangelia, Apostolic 
Epistole, Actus Apostolorum, Apocalypsis Johannis. Ib. col. 372. 
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mean hand, speaks thus, and a very remarkable passage 
it is;—It is on the words, “ When ye shall see the abo- 
mination of desolation standing in the holy place, then 
let them which are in Judea flee to the mountains,” which 
our author thus expounds ;—“ That is, when ye shall see 
the impious heresy, which is the army of Antichrist, 
standing in the holy places of the Church, then let those 
who are in Judea flee to the mountains; that is, let Chris- 
tians betake themselves to the Scriptures ..... The 
mountains are the Scriptures of the Apostles or Prophets 

And why does he bid all Christians at that time to 
betake themselves to the Scriptures? Because, at that 
time, when heresy hath got possession of those Churches, 
there can be no proof of true Christianity, nor any other 
refuge for Christians wishing to know the true faith, but 
the divine Scriptures. For before, it was shown in many 
ways which was the Church of Christ, and which heathen- 
ism; but now, it is known in no way to those who wish to 
ascertain which is the true Church of Christ, but only 
through the Scriptures. Why? Because all those things 
which are properly Christ’s in the truth, those heresies 
have also in their schism; Churches alike, the divine 
Scriptures themselves alike, bishops alike, and the other 
orders of the clergy, baptism alike, the Eucharist alike, 
and everything else; nay, even Christ himself [i, e. the 
same in name]. Therefore, if any one wishes to ascer- 
tain which is the true Church of Christ, whence can he as- 
certain it, in the confusion arising from so great a simili- 
tude, but only by the Seriptures?..... Therefore the 
Lord, knowing that such a confusion of things would take 
place in the last days, commands, on that account, that 
the Christians who are in Christianity, and desirous of 
availing themselves of the strength of the true faith, 
should betake themselves to nothing else but the Serip- 
tures. Otherwise, if they shall look to other things, they 
shall stumble and perish, not understanding which is the 
true Church. And through this they shall fall upon the 
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abomination of desolation, which stands in the holy places 
of the Church.”! 

Surely he who wrote this was a prophet indeed. Well 
might the Roman Inquisition put this work into their 
Index of prohibited books ;* and rase this passage, as far 
as they could, by Bellarmine’s own confession, out of even 
the MSS.3 

(2) That the only absolutely essential point is, doc- 
trinal succession; that is, the holding the same faith the 
Apostles did; and that where that faith is held, there, 
though perhaps labouring under irregularities and im- 
perfections in other respects, Christ's Church is to be 
found, and consequently the presence of his Spirit. 


1 Td est, cum videritis heresim impiam que est exercitus Antichristi stan- 
tem in locis sanctis Ecclesiz, in illo tempore qui in Judea sunt fugiant ad 
montes, id est, qui sunt in Christianitate conferant se ad Scripturas... . 
Montes autem sunt Scripture Apostolorum aut Prophetarum .... Et quare 
jubet in hoc tempore omnes Christianos conferre se ad Scripturas? Quia in 
tempore hoc, ex quo obtinuit heresis illas eeclesias, nulla probatio potest esse 
vere Christianitatis, neque refugium potest esse Christianorum aliud, volen- 
tium cognoscere fidei veritatem, nisi Scripture divine. Antea enim multis 
modis ostendebatur que esset Ecclesia Christi et que Gentilitas ; nunc autem 
nullo modo cognoscitur volentibus cognoscere que sit vera Ecclesia Christi nisi 
tantummodo per Scripturas. Quare? Quia omnia hee que sunt proprie Christi 
in veritate, habent et hereses ill in Schismate ; similiter ecclesias, similiter et 
ipsas Scripturas divinas, similiter episcopos, ceterosque ordines clericorum, 
similiter baptismum, aliter [similiter or atque is evidently required by the con- 
text] eucharistiam et cetera omnia, denique ipsum Christum. Volens ergo 
quis cognoscere que sit vera Ecclesia Christi, unde cognoscat, in tante confu- 
sione similitudinis nisi tantummodo per Scripturas? ........ Sciens ergo 
Dominus tantam confusionem rerum in novissimis diebus esse futuram, ideo 
mandat, ut Christiani qui sunt in Christianitate volentes firmitatem accipere 
fidei verze ad nullam rem fugiant nisi ad Scripturas. Alioqui si ad alia re- 
spexerint scandalizabuntur et peribunt, non intelligentes que sit vera Ecclesia. 
Et per hoc incident in abominationem desolationis que stat in sanctis Eccle- 
siz locis. Opus Imperf. in Matth. hom. 49. Inter Chrysost. Op. Tom. 6. 
App. p. 204. See also hom. 43. p. 183, where he says, “ Cathedra non facit 
sacerdotem, sed sacerdos cathedram.”’ 

? See Index Auctorum et libr. qui ab Officio S. Rom. et Univ. Inquisit. 
caveri ab omnibus &c. mandantur. Rom. 1559. 4to. Under letter O. 

3 De Verb. Dei, lib. iv.c. 11. This passage, also, is omitted in one, if not 
more, of the Romish editions of the book, viz., that printed Paris, 1557. 
8vo. See James’s Corruption of SS. and Fathers. Part ii. n. 2. p. 168. ed. 
1688. 
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The passages we have already quoted, clearly show that 
whatever regard the Fathers had for the A postolical suc- 
cession, they did not hold that its presence must be any 
sure indication of the presence of Apostolical doctrine ; 
and that the former was of no value without the latter. 

But it may be asked, Is the latter sufficient to make 
men members of the Church of Christ without the 
former? It is a point on which.we can hardly expect to 
find a definite and express decision in the early Fathers, 
on account of the general prevalence of the episcopal 
form of government. But, nevertheless, there are many 
passages from which we may fairly infer their mind on 
the question. : 

“The Church,” says Jerome, “ does not depend upon 
walls, but upon the truth of its doctrines. The Church 
is there, where the true faith is. But about fifteen or 
twenty years ago, heretics possessed all the walls of the 
Churches here. For, twenty years ago, heretics possessed 
all these Churches. But THe rruE CHURCH WAS THERE, 
WHERE THE TRUE FAITH wWas.”! A good answer this, by 
the way, to the common question of the Romanists to the 
Protestant Churches, where their Church was before 
Luther. 

Remarkable, also, is the testimony of Gregory Nazian- 
zen on this subject, in his Encomium on Athanasius. 
Speaking of him as the successor of Mark in the epis- 
copal throne of Alexandria, he says;—He was “not less 
the successor of Mark in his piety, than in his presiden- 
tial seat; in the latter, indeed, he was very far distant 
from him; but, in the former, he is found next after him; 
which, in truth, is properly to be considered succession. For 
to hold the same doctrine, is to be of the same throne ; but to 
hold an opposite doctrine, is to be of an opposite throne. 
And the one has the name, but the other the reality of 

! Ecclesia non parietibus consistit, sed in dogmatum veritate. Ecclesia ibi 
est, ubi fides vera est. Czterum ante annos quindecim aut viginti, parietes 
omnes hic ecclesiarum heretici possidebant. Ante viginti enim annos omnes 


ecclesias has heretici possidebant. Ecclesia autem vera illic erat, ubi vera 
fides erat. Humron. in Psalm, 133. (Heb. num.) v. 1. 
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succession. For not he who has come in by force, but he 
who has been forced in, is a successor; nor he who has 
violated the laws, but he who has been advanced legally ; 
nor he who holds an opposite doctrine, but he who is of 
the same faith. Unless any one can thus call himself a 
successor, he succeeds as sickness to health, as darkness 
to light, as a storm to a calm, and as madness to intelli- 
gence.”! 

So the author of the commentary on Matthew above 
quoted says,—“ Where the faith, there the Churchis . . . 
but where the faith is not, there the Church is not.” 2 
And again ;—“ He does not seem to go out of the Church 
who goes out bodily, but he who spiritually deserts the 
fundamentals of ecclesiastical truth. We have gone out 
from them [i.e. the heretics, whoever they were, who, he 
tells us, then possessed the Churches] in body, but they 
from us in mind. We have gone out from them in 
respect of place, they from us in respect of the faith. We 
have left with them the foundations of the walls, they 
have left with us the foundations of the Scriptures. We 
have gone out from them to human eyes, they from us in 
the judgment of God.” * 

“ Christ,” saith Ambrose, “ did not deny to his dis- 

1 Ovk nrtov rns evoeBeras n Tpocdpias SiadoxXos* TH Mev ‘yap TOAAOGTOS am’ 
exetvov, TH Oe evOus er’ eketvou evpickeTau, HY On Kat Kuplws SmoAnTreoy Siadoxny. 
To wey yap buoyvaov Kat buoOpovoy’ To de ayTidotov Kat aytiOpovoy. Kar 4 jmev 
mpoonyopiay, 7 Se adnberay exer Siadoxns. Ov yap 6 Biacamevos, add’ d Biacbers 
diadoxos, ovde 6 Tapuvounoas, aAN 6 mpoBAnBets evvop.ws* ovde 6 TavayTia DokaCwy, 
GAN 6 THS avTNS TidTEwS. Et un obTw Tis AEyot diadoXor, ws VoroY byleLas, KaL 
Pwros okoToS, Kat Cadny yarAnvyns, Kat ovverews exotacw. Gregor. Nazianz. 


Orat. in Athanas. I quote it from the Benedictine edition of the works of 
Athanasius, tom. i. p. xciii. 


2 Ubi est fides, illic est ecclesia..... ubi autem fides non est, ibi nec 
ecclesia est. Opus Imp. in Matth, hom, 6. Inter Chrys. Op. tom. vi. App. 
p. 51. 


3 Non enim ille de Ecclesia exire videtur qui corporaliter exit, sed qui spi- 
ritualiter veritatis ecclesiastice fundamenta relinquit. Nos enim ab illis 
exivimus corpore, illi autem a nobis animo. Nos ab illis exivimus loco, illi a 
nobis fide. Nos apud illos reliquimus fundamenta parietum, illi apud nos 
reliquerunt fundamenta Scripturarum. Nos ab illis egressi sumus secundum 
aspectum hominum, illi autem a nobis secundum judicium Dei. Ib. hom, 46° 
Pues 

K 2 


132 : THE CHRISTIAN RELIGION 


ciple the favour of this name, [i.e. rock,] that he also 
may be called Peter, having, like the rock, unshaken 
constancy, even a firm faith. Strive, therefore, that thou 
also mayest bea rock. Therefore, seek the rock, not out 
of thyself, but within thyself . . . Thy rock is faith, the 
foundation of the Church is faith. Jf thou shalt be a 
rock [i.e. have firm faith] thou shalt be in the Church, for 
the Church is on the rock.” } 

Before I pass on, I would here point out to the notice 
of the reader, that in the appeal we make, in our contro- 
versies with the dissenters on some of the points we have 
been considering, to the records of the primitive Church, 
there is no inconsistency with our rejection of tradition as 
a certain witness of the oral teaching of the Apostles, 
however loudly we may have been accused of it. Our 
arguments against the dissenters in these matters do by 
no means, as they are charged with doing, “ recoil and 
wound ourselves,” nor “ fall to the ground.”? They are 
as consistent with our general views as they are in them- 
selves valid and conclusive. The principle upon which our 
Church acts in this matter appears to me to be of the most 
simple and intelligible kind. In matters of pure doctrine 
she requires belief in nothing which is not, in her view, 
clearly testified in Scripture, while she appeals to the 
writings of the early Christian Fathers as affording a tes- 
timony strongly confirmatory of her interpretation of 
Scripture. In matters relating to rites and usages, for 
all that she puts forward as intrinsically necessary, she 
refers to Scripture as the proof of their being divinely or 
Apostolically appointed ; and, as in the last case, points 
to the records of the early Church as affording confirma- 


1 Discipulo suo hujus vocabuli gratiam non negavit; ut et ipse sit Petrus, 
quod de petra habeat soliditatem constantia, fidei firmitatem. Enitere ergo 
ut et tu petra sis. Itaque non extra te sed intra te petram require . . . Petra 
tua fides est, fundamentum Ecclesiz fides est. Si petra fueris, in Ecclesia 
eris, quia Hecclesia supra petram est. Ambros. Expos. Lue. lib. vi. § 98- 
(In c. 9. v.21.) Op. tom. i. col. 1407. 

* Eyre’s Reply to Churton, pp. 112, 116. 
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tory evidence to the validity of the proof derived from 
Scripture; and in other points, where she refers to the 
practice of the orthodox primitive Church asa justification 
of her usage, she points to it only as a justification of it, 
and not as if the fact of their observance in the primitive 
Church rendered them intrinsically necessary ; but a suffi- 
cient justification and recommendation of those rites she 
does consider the usage of the Apostolically primitive 
Church to be, because it cannot fairly be supposed that 
they would have been generally observed at that very 
early period if they had been unaccordant with the spirit 
of true Christianity, and consequently, that not only was 
she justified in requiring their observance, but dissenters 
were not justified in making such matters a ground for 
separation. 

But that our opponents and the Romanists are incon- 
sistent with themselves, may be very easily shown. For 
they put forward the statements of a few Fathers as giving 
of themselves sufficient evidence of the Apostolical origin 
and authority of various doctrines and practices not re- 
corded in Scripture. I ask, then, why they do not receive 
some which we have already proved! to have that evidence 
in their favour, as for instance, besides doctrines, the fol- 
lowing practices, namely, standing at prayer on Sundays, 
and during the period between Easter and Whitsuntide, 
the threefold immersion in baptism, and infant com- 
munion 2 

It would be easy to add others to the list, but these 
may suffice here.? 

Our opponents will perhaps reply to these cases, that 
we cannot give sufficient evidence of antiquity, univer- 
sality, and consent; and they may save themselves the 
trouble of proving it, for we grant it at once, not dream- 
ing of being able to prove in any matter what everybody 
always everywhere said or did respecting it; and all we 


1 See Vol. I. pp. 409, et seq., particularly pp. 421-4. 
2 See Basil, or Pseudo-Basil, De Spir. Sancto, c. 27; and Morton’s Cath, 


App. ii, 25. § 10, pp. 824, 5. 
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ask in return is, that they shall strike off their list of 
“ Apostolical relics” all that have no better evidence, 
and we shall then have very little left to dispute 
about. 

We now come to the points purely doctrinal for 
which it is said that we are indebted to tradition. 

Here, then, at the outset, we must remark, that if our 
reasoning hitherto has been correct, it follows, that if 
these doctrines depend upon patristical tradition, they are 
not binding upon the conscience, inasmuch as they have 
no sufficient evidence that they are a part of revealed 
truth. 

But we must not pass them over without notice; and 
to the two latter, as more peculiarly belonging to the con- 
troversy raised by our opponents, I shall have to call 
the reader’s especial attention. 

The first is the doctrine of baptismal regeneration. 

To discuss this doctrine fully, and show the precise 
meaning of the language of the Fathers respecting it, 
would require far more space than we can here allot to it. 
Nor is it at all necessary in this place, for, after the ob- 
servations of Dr. Pusey respecting it, it is somewhat 
extraordinary to see it so adduced. For Dr. Pusey 
thinks that it is “the obvious meaning of Scripture,” 
and says that ‘ with one who loved his Saviour he 
should be content to rest the question upon one passage,” 
namely, John iii. 5. (Preface to Tract on Baptism, p. vii.) 
If, then, it is so clear in Scripture, it does not rest upon 
“tradition,” and therefore certainly can be no proof of the 
necessity of tradition, or the imperfection in any sense of 
Scripture. Upon Dr. Pusey’s own showing, then, it has 
no place in the question we are now discussing. I shall 
only add, that by those who think that it is not clearly 
provable by Scripture, it is at least not maintainable as a 
certain truth, a truth of which we have sufficient evidence 
that it was divinely revealed. 

In the case of infant baptism, which was a point re- 
ferring to ecclesiastical practice, we might, perhaps, infer 
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with safety, from the statements of the early records of 
the Church, that infant-baptism was practised in the 
Apostolically-primitive Church, and hence that the Scrip- 
tural doctrine of baptism included infants as its subjects; 
but the point in question is one of pure doctrine, referring 
to the spiritual and unseen effects of baptism, and there- 
fore differently cireumstanced. 

The difference between the two cases is apparent; 
for, to give an instance, our opponents on the one 
hand, and those who take the Calvinistie view of the 
subject on the other, would both be equally trustworthy 
witnesses of the fact, that the Church of England prac- 
tised infant baptism, while nevertheless, on this doctrine 
of baptismal regeneration, they are altogether disagreed 
as to what is the doctrine of that Church, which shows 
how different is the validity of such testimony, where the 
practice of the Church is concerned, and where doctrines 
are concerned. 

The next instance given is,— 

The virtue of the eucharist as a commemorative sa- 
crifice. 

These words, however, require further explanation to 
show the meaning in which they are used; for though 
from the connexion here maintained between “ the virtue 
of the eucharist,’ and its being a sacrifice, one might 
perhaps infer the doctrine intended, yet the word sacri- 
fice is used so variously, and may in some sense be so pro- 
perly applied to the eucharist, that it is necessary to ascer- 
tain more fully what is meant by the words used. 

In the 8]st of the “ Tracts for the times,” then, (which 
is on this subject, and professes to give a Catena of 
English divines favourable to the views of the Tractators,) 
the doctrine is thus stated. Admitting that there are in 
our Church-services but “ slight indications” of the doc- 
trine, which the writer ingeniously attributes to “ the 
‘ disciplina arcani’ of the Anglican Church ” (1), though 
he thinks that the placing it so out of sight was to “ tam- 
per” with “the Apostolic deposit of sound words,” he 
avers that “our Church retains” “the doctrine of a 
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sacrifice in the Blessed Eucharist,” (p. 2.) which, in a 
sense, nobody disputes, and then adds this description of 
it. “ It may be well, however, in these days, before going 
further, to state briefly what that doctrine is .. . . The 
doctrine, then, of the early Church was this; that ‘ in 
the Eucharist an oblation or sacrifice was made by the 
Church to God, under the form of his creatures of bread 
and wine, according to our blessed Lord’s holy institu- 
tion, in memory of his cross and passion ;’ and this they 
believed to be the ‘ pure offering’ or sacrifice which the 
prophet Malachi foretold that the Gentiles should offer ; 
and that it was enjoined by our Lord in the words, ‘ Do 
this for a memorial of me’; that it was alluded to when 
our Lord or St. Paul speak of a Christian ‘ altar, (St. 
Matt. v. 23; Heb. xii. 10,) and was typified by the 
Passover, which was both a sacrifice, and a feast upon a 
sacrifice.’ . .:..-. This commemorative oblation or sa- 
crifice they doubted not to be acceptable to God who had 
appointed it; and so to be also a means of bringing down 
God’s favour upon the whole Church. And if we were to 
analyze their feelings in our way, how should it be other- 
wise, when they presented to the Almighty Father the sym- 
bols and memorials of the meritorious death and passion of 
his only begotten and well beloved Son, and besought him by 
that precious sacrifice to look graciously upon the Church 
which he had purchased with his own blood—offering the 
memorials of that same sacrifice which he, our great high 
priest, made once for all, and now being entered within 
the veil, unceasingly presents before the Father; and the 
representation of which he has commanded us to make ? 
It is, then, to use our technical phraseology, ‘ a comme- 
morative impetratory sacrifice’... .. The Eucharist, 
then, according to them, consisted of two parts, a ‘com- 
memorative sacrifice, and a ‘ communion,’ or communi- 
cation; THE FORMER OBTAINING REMISSION OF SINS FOR 
tHE CuurcH ; the communion, ‘ the strengthening and 


1 This is a mere repetition of the arguments of Dr. Hickes, in his “ Chris- 
tian Priesthood asserted,’’ and Johnson, in his “ Unbloody Sacrifice.” 
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refreshing of the soul, although, inasmuch as it united 
the believer with Christ, it indirectly conveyed remission 
of sins too. The communion was (to use a modern 
phrase) the feast upon the sacrifice thus offered .... As 
being, moreover, appointed by their Lord, they believed 
that the continual oblation of this sacrifice (like the daily 
sacrifice appointed in the elder Church) was a benefit to 
the whole Church, independently and over and above the 
benefit to the individual communicants—that the sacri- 
fices in each branch of the Christian Church were mutu- 
ally of benefit to every other branch, each to all and all 
to each... . Lastly ... they felt assured that ruts 
sacrifice offered by the Church on earth for the whole 
Church, conveyed to that portion of the Church which had 
passed into the unseen world such benefits of Christ’s death 
as (their conflicts over, and they in rest) were still applica- 
ble to them;” such benefits being supposed to be, among 
others, “ additional joys and satisfactions.” (pp. 4—7.) 

And the time when this sacrifice is offered up is, AFTER 
the consecration of the bread and wine, when they ‘may be 
considered more peculiarly to represent the body and blood 
of Christ, the act of placing the bread and wine upon the 
Table being distinguished as an oblation of these elements to 
God, for the purpose of their being AFTERWARDS used for 
the sacrifice. (pp. 35, 36.) And the sacrifice is made by 
the priest in a strictly sacerdotal capacity, for the follow- 
ing language is quoted with approbation,—“ the Church 
of England ... . considering the sacrament of the 
Lord’s Supper to be a feast upon a sacrifice, to constitute 
it such, makes that which is feasted upon first a@ sacrifice, 
by having it offered up by a priest.” (p. 53.) 

These extracts (it will, I suppose, be allowed) give a 
fair representation of the doctrine of our opponents; and 
while it is admitted that some portions of them may be 
understood in a good sense, from the different way in 
which the terms employed have been applied, (which has 
enabled the author of .this tract to make a parade of 
authors as maintaining it who would have abhorred his 
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doctrine,) the doctrine here taught is clearly this,—That 
besides an oblation of the elements, as bread and wine, to 
serve the purpose of making a memorial of Christ’s 
sacrifice, there is in the eucharist, properly celebrated, a 
second oblation, or solemn offering up to God of the~ 
elements, to be made after the act of consecration has 
given them the character of symbols of Christ's body 
and blood ;! and this second oblation is a true and proper 
sacrifice to be made by the minister in a strictly sacer- 
dotal character; and by this sacrifice is obtained (not, 
indeed, by its intrinsic merits, but the merits of that sa- 
crifice which it represents) remission of sins for the 
whole Church, and some additional refreshment to the 
souls of the dead in the intermediate state. 

Remission of sins is thus obtained for the Church 
through the priest offering up to God as a mediator and 
intercessor between God and the people, a sacrifice com- 
memorative of the sacrifice of the cross, just as was the 
case in the expiatory sacrifices under the Old Testament.* 
And the “ communion” is no part of THE sacrifice, but 
only a feast upon the sacrifice, and remission of sins is 
obtained for the whole Church without it, although, “ in- 
asmuch as it unites the believer with Christ, it indirectly 
conveys remission of sins Too.” 

Such is the doctrine which our opponents maintain to be 
the doctrine of the Church of England derived to us from 
“ tradition,” or the unanimous consent of antiquity ; and I 
most willingly admit that we should look for it in vain in 

1 Thus Collier, the Nonjuror, says,—“ The word obdlations in this prayer 
[the prayer for the Church militant] means no more than the offering of the 
unconsecrated bread and wine ;” but “ the eucharistic oblation,” he says, “ is 
the offering of the consecrated elements, the sacramental body and blood of 


our Saviour, in memory of his sacrifice and passion.” See Shepherd on the 
Common Prayer, vol. ii. p. 193. 

* Hence it is here represented as a true and proper propitiatory sacrifice, 
(as it was called by Johnson, the Nonjuror,) that is, as much so as any of the 
sacrifices of the Old Testament; though, from its being only instrumentally 
and not intrinsically propitiatory, as an instrument for applying the merits of 
that sacrifice of Christ of which it is commemorative, the word is sometimes 
objected to; and it is called only an impetratory sacrifice, that is, one which 
obtains for man instrumentally the benefits of that sacrifice which it represents. 
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Scripture. And when the Tractator comes to speak of 
the Romish doctrine as distinct from the Anglican, he 
makes the difference to consist merely! in the doctrine 
that in the mass Christ is as truly and really sacrificed as 
he was upon the cross, “that Christ himself is again 
offered.” So that by his own statements his doctrine on 
this subject would appear to be, what indeed it is, the 
Romish doctrine of the sacrifice of the Mass, that is, as far 
as concerns the offerer, the mode of offering, and the 
effects produced. 

To prove his doctrine to be that of the Anglican 
Church, he has introduced in this Tract a long Catena of 
extracts from English divines, claimed by him as main. 
tainers of this doctrine. To notice this Catena in full does 
not fall within our present limits, but it is impossible to 
dismiss it without a remark, and by the fidelity and trust- 
worthiness of this Catena we may judge of the value of 
our opponents’ statements respecting the Fathers. 

The Tractators are quite aware how little ecclesiastical 
studies have prevailed until very lately among the great 
majority, and they have largely availed themselves of the 
supposed superficial knowledge of the generality on such 
subjects, and their want of acquaintance with the works 
of our great divines, and would fain lead us to suppose that 
the views of such men as Brett, Johnson, and Hickes, 
were the views of all our best theologians, though, in the 
subject before us more especially, they have, I suspect, 
gone beyond what some even of these authors would have 
been inclined to maintain, for it is a vastly different thing 
to maintain the propriety of the elements being solemnly 
offered up to God after their consecration as a sacrifice 
commemorative of the sacrifice of the cross, and to con- 
nect with such oblation the doctrine which our opponents 
connect with it. Such an attempt will, I trust, meet only 
with the success it deserves. But alas! such views are so 
gratifying to the pride of human nature in the clergy, 


1 He adds, that they have corrupted the true doctrine by the error of pur- 
gatory, but that is a distinct question, 
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that it is not to be wondered at if they should find many 
supporters. 

We have already observed that there are senses in 
which the word sacrifice may very properly be applied to 
the eucharist. The whole action of the eucharist is a sa- 
erifice of thanksgiving, and such “ sacrifice of praise,” 
(Heb. xiii. 15,) as being a sacrifice of the heart, is one 
more acceptable to God than any material or external 
offering. 

Moreover, the elements themselves may be called a 
sacrifice to God, not as things offered up as a propitiatory 
sacrifice to God, but as things given and set apart for the 
service of God.1. Thus Cyprian rebukes the wealthy for 
coming to Church “ without a sacrifice,” and “taking 
part of the sacrifice which the poor offered ;”* it being 
customary then for the bread and wine to be brought by 
the communicants. 

So also the consecrated elements might be called a 
sacrifice figuratively, as they represent and symbolically set 
forth the sacrifice of Christ; although it is evident, from 
the deductions of our opponents from such language, that 
it is inconvenient and dangerous phraseology, however 
harmless in its original use and signification. | 

Hence the doctrine maintained by any writer must be 
gathered, not from the bare use of certain terms, but from 
the meaning attached to them in his writings. 

In this Tract, however, we have a vast heap of names 
and extracts strung together without the slightest notice 


' Waterland seems to object to the word sacrifice being at all applied to 
the elements, and hence opposes the notion of any material sacrifice in the 
eucharist, but if sacrifice be understood in the larger sense of the word, so as 
to include even the offerings of prayer and praise, as Waterland himself uses 
it, I see not why we should not allow the bread and wine used in God’s ser- 
yice to be so called. The reader will observe, that in that sense of the word 
sacrifice, in which alone it is applicable under the Christian dispensation, it is 
only equivalent to the word od/ation ; and the two, therefore, are used indis- 
criminately by the Fathers. 

2 Locuples et dives es, et dominicum celebrare te credis, que corbonam 
omnino non respicis, que in dominicum sine sacrificio venis, que partem de sa- 
crificio quod pauper obtulit sumis ? Cypr. De op. et eleemos. circ. med. Ed, 
Pamel. 
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of the different senses in which the word sacrifice has been 
used by them, or of the difference of doctrine in those who 
have used alike certain words and names, and find Hooker 
and Johnson the Nonjuror placed side by side so as to lead 
the unsuspecting reader to suppose that the “ sacrifice” of 
the one was precisely the same as the “sacrifice” of the 
other; and in fact, whatever divines have used the word 
sacrifice in connexion with the eucharist seem to have 
been forthwith set down (with few exceptions) as sup- 
porters of the Tractators’ view of “ the Eucharistic sa- 
crifice.” 

Now the writer of this Tract (if at least he is as learned 
as the professions of the Tractators would lead us to sup- 
pose) must have been perfectly aware that many of the 
authors whom he has here quoted would have utterly re- 
pudiated and reprobated the views of which he here 
quotes them as supporters. I will just give one instance 
by which the reader may judge of the fidelity and value 
of this Tract. The third author quoted in this Catena, as 
supporting the views of our opponents on this question, is 
Hooker, and the proof is, that in one place he has said 
that the cup serveth for a sacrifice of thanksgiving. Now 
so far is Hooker from supporting the views of our op- 
ponents, that he distinctly says, not far from the passage 
quoted,—“ Seeing then that sacrifice 1s now no part of the 
Church ministry, how should the name of priesthood be 
thereunto rightly applied? Surely even as St. Paul ap- 
plieth the name of flesh unto that very substance of fishes 
which hath a proportionable correspondence to flesh, 
although it be in nature another thing..... The 
Fathers of the Church of Christ with like security of 
speech call usually the ministry of the gospel priesthood, 
in regard of that which the gospel hath proportionable to 
antient sacrifices, namely the communion of the blessed 
body and blood of Christ, although it have properly now 
no sacrifice . . . intruth the word presbyter doth seem 
more fit and in propriety of speech more agreeable than 
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priest with the drift of the whole gospel of Jesus Christ.” 
(v. 78.) With this passage before him the author of this 
Tract has placed Hooker upon his Catena for their doc- 
trine of the sacrifice of the Eucharist; a passage which 
Waterland, who is accused by the Tract writer (p. 51) of 
taking too low a view of this doctrine, (he, in fact, denied 
in toto that for which our opponents are contending, viz. 
a material sacrifice in the bread and wine) charges with 
going too far, and wishes to understand in a limited 
sense, as Mr. Keble is aware, as he has quoted it in his 
edition of Hooker, in a note on the passage. (vol. ii. 
p- 601.) 

And after Hooker, and others equally opposed with him 
to the views of our opponents, come such men as Brett and 
Johnson and Hickes, whose views are so notoriously op- 
posed to those of the great majority of our divines, and 
even of those quoted in this Catena, and whose meaning, 
therefore, when speaking of the sacrifice in the Eucharist 
is so different to that of others who may have used the 
same term on the subject, (a term used and insisted on by 
Beza himself, ! and to which in some sense not a creature 
objects,) that one can only say that if the writer of the 
Tract in question is as learned as we are taught to sup- 
pose, he must be a bold man. In so speaking, indeed, I 
am suppressing nine-tenths of the feeling with which 
every candid mind must view the matter. 

But, as the author of this Tract is well aware, the matter 
is so entangled by the different meanings affixed to the 
terms used, and by the controversial writings of most of our 
divines on the subject having been replies to Romanists, 
and consequently mixed up with the question of transub- 
stantiation, that it is difficult to show, by a few brief ex- 
tracts, what the doctrine of our divines on this subject 
was; clearly as it may be seen in their works, taken as a 
whole. To those works, therefore, I must, for want of 
space, be content here to refer the reader; and the case 


1 See Waterland’s Christian Sacrifice explained. Works, vol. viii. p. 161. 
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of Hooker, already given, may show him the need of such 
a reference. 

That our Church, in her public services, gives any 
countenance to the doctrine here maintained, is, as we 
have seen, all but given up. And it is curious to observe 
the way in which the Tractator attempts to get over this 
difficulty. In the first prayer-book of Edward VI., there 
was inserted in the prayer of consecration, after that 
which now remains, an address to God, in which our 
opponents hold that the consecrated elements were offered 
up to him in that sacrificial way for which they plead ; 
which, in the revised prayer-book, was omITTED; and a 
part which followed it was ordered, as now, to be used as 
a distinct prayer after the communion. For this alteration, 
which, if the views of our opponents are correct, involves 
a vital departure from the instituted mode of celebrating 
the ordinance, (for, by this sacrifice so omitted, remission 
of sins is obtained for the Church,) our opponents are, of 
course, driven to their wits’ end to find a reason consis- 
tent with the supposition that our Church, in her services, 
and our Reformers who drew them up as they now stand, 
maintain their views. And accordingly all is attributed 
to the weakness of Cranmer in listening to foreign advisers, 
and, at their instigation, half suppressing (for, of course, 
it would not do to allow that it was wholly suppressed,) 
the doctrine of the sacrifice, and leaving the commu- 
nion service in this vitally defective state ; in which state, 
be it remembered, our divines for three centuries have 
been content to leave it. But the Tractator thinks that 
“the restoration of the communion table [on the accession 


1 [tis through the variety of senses attached to the words used, that. the 
Tractator gets over that passage in our Homilies, in which we are exhorted to 
“¢ take heed lest of the memory it be made a sacrifice.” The meaning of this 
passage, to an ordinary reader, and especially one acquainted with the language 
of our services, would seem plain enough. But the Tractator, by assuming 
that the writer of the homily meant by sacrifice, the real sacrifice supposed in 
transubstantiation, interprets this passage to mean that we must take heed lest 
of a commemorative sacrifice it be made a real sacrifice, such as transubstan- 
tiation would make it. See Tract 81. pp. 43, 4. 
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of Queen Elizabeth] to the place which the altar had 
formerly occupied, showed that the Church recognized 
the doctrine which some of her heads had before shrunk 
from avowing in the presence of the foreign Reformers, and 
their disciples,’ (p. 19,) though this was, he admits, but a 
half avowal. (p. 20.) And hence Edward VI.’s first book 
is called “the genuine English service book.” (p. 23.) 
And we are told that the revisers of our Liturgy “ con- 
fined the verbal act of the sacrifice to the single prayer 
which followed after the consecration,” (p. 12,) that is, 
the prayer after the communion; so that the act.of sa- 
crifice now takes place after the sacrifice has been con- 
sumED. If this is the half that remains of the doctrine of 
the sacrifice in our service, the reader will not, probably, 
be disposed to think it the better half. And our Trac- 
tator seems sometimes of the same opinion; unless it is 
by a slip of the pen that he has written, (speaking of the 
alterations made in the revision of the Prayer-book,) “ All 
the beginning of the form of oblation was omitted .. . 
The remainder ‘ entirely desiring, &e. was placed (mu- 
tatis mutandis) after the delivery of the elements, and 
consequently when their presence could no longer sanction in 
any mind the idea of the actual offering up of Christ,” and 
therefore, I suppose, not of any emblematical offering up of 
Christ ; for the transposition affected one as much as the 
other. (p.31.) But our Tractator will have it, that “ that 
portion of the prayer of consecration, which has been 
transposed and placed after the actual communion,” is an 
“indication of the doctrine of the sacrifice ;” for “ the 
sense must remain the same, although its meaning is less 
visible, on account of its being disconnected from the 
actual visible elements, EXCEPT SO FAR AS A PORTION OF 
THE CONSECRATED ELEMENTS STILL REMAINS UPON THE 
ALTAR, whence it is recorded that Bishop Overall used it 
before the participation, as it was at first.” (pp. 35, 36.)1 
So that although the elements may be all consumed when 
the prayer is uttered, this only makes the reference of 


1 See also Tract 90. p. 60. 
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the prayer to a solemn offering up of them to God, “ less 
visible ;” and perchance, adds the Tractator, there may be 
“a portion of the consecrated elements still remaining 
upon the altar,” so that it may be considered as an offer- 
ing up of these unconsumed fragments ; and so much does the 
service indicate this view, that Bishop Overall was obliged 
to break the rubric, and alter the service, to make it do 
so. Such is the plain English of this passage. Alas! for 
the shifts to which the nee of a theory will drive men! 
The reader will observe, also, that all this is maintained 
in the face of an acknowledged omission of the only part 
in the first prayer-book that had any direct reference to 
the oblation or sacrifice contended for ; and the retention 
of that part only that refers to the sacrifice of praise and 
thanksgiving, which is directed to be said, as if to put the 
meaning out of all question, after the communion is over. 

The only other argument that I can find adduced in 
proof of the retention of the doctrine of the sacrifice in 
our present service, (taken, that is, from the service itself) 
is that “the preamble in the prayer of consecration” “ im- 
plies the sacrifice,” because it speaks of our continuing “ a 
perpetual memory” of Christ’s precious death, (p. 35); 
which we are to understand as signifying, contrary to the 
obvious meaning of the words, and contrary to the very 
significant omission of the sacrificial part of the service, 
that commemorative sacrifice for which our opponents con- 
tend. This argument | leave with the reader. 

Our Church countenances no such sacrifice of the con- 
secrated elements to God; but in the place of it, the 
offering up, by faith, of the true sacrifice of the cross 
upon the altar of the heart, in our prayers and praises, 
while we receive outwardly and corporally the emblems 
of that sacrifice; emblems which, in the case of every 
faithful worshipper, are accompanied with a direct spiri- 
tual influence and blessing, uniting the believer with 
Christ the Head. 

It would have been much more to the credit of the 
Tractator, if he had fairly allowed, with his own witness, 

vOL. Il. L 
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Mede, that there was no such sacrifice countenanced in 
our Church service. Mede, indeed, fairly admits, not 
only that there is no such sacrifice (for he does not seem 
to plead for such a sacrifice,) but that our Church did not, 
at that time, distinctly recognize any sacrifice at all; and 
the character of the oblation or sacrifice, for which he 
contends, is clearly shown, when he says that, “in deed 
and effect we do it, so often as we set the bread and wine 
upon the holy table; for, whatsoever we set upon God’s 
table, is, ipso facto, dedicated and offered unto him ;”! and 
so much, perhaps, the word “oblations,’ afterwards in- 
troduced,? in the prayer for the Church militant, may 
appear to sanction; but this would be far from counte- 
nancing the doctrine of our opponents, which can be 
satisfied with nothing less than an oblation of the elements 
after consecration, when they have been set apart as sa- 
cramentally the body and blood of Christ; and thus are 
considered to be available, when offered by a priest, for 
the remission of the sins of the whole Church. And so 
again, he says elsewhere, “There is nothing wanting to 
make this sacred epulum, of which we speak, full out a 
sacrifice, but that we show, That the viands thereof were 
first offered unto God ; that so being his, he might be the 
Convivator, Man the conviva, or the guest. And this the 
antient Church was wont to do; this they believed our 
blessed Saviour himself did, when, at the institution of 
this holy rite, he took the bread and the cup into his 
sacred hands, and looking up to heaven, gave thanks and 
blessed. And, after his example, they first offered the 
bread and wine unto God to agnize him the Lord of the 
creature, and then received them from him again in a 
banquet, as the symbols of the body and blood of his 
Son.” But this sacrifice is one of a very different kind 
to that which our opponents would introduce. And 
when he afterwards speaks of Christ being offered in the 
Eucharist commemoratively, he explains himself to mean 


! Tract. p. 122. Works, p. 376. 2 At the review in 1661. 
3 "Works, pp. 372, 3. 
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that, “by this sacred rir of bread and wine, we repre- 
sent and inculeate his blessed passion to his Father ;” + by 
which words, and his language elsewhere, it is evident 
that he means that, by the whole Eucharistical act, we 
represent Christ’s passion to the Father; not that the mi- 
nister offers up, as a priest, the consecrated bread and 
wine as a propitiatory sacrifice to the Father. And this 
clearly follows from the laudatory way in which he has 
quoted the following passage from Perkins. “The ancient 
Fathers used to call the supper of the Lord, or the whole 
action of the supper, a sacrifice ; and that for divers reasons 

Because it is a commemoration and also a repre- 
sentation unto God the Father of the sacrifice of Christ 
offered upon the cross .... In this sense the faithful, 
in their prayers, do offer Christ as a sacrifice unto God 
the Father for their sins, in being wholly carried away 
in their minds and affections unto that only and true sa- 
crifice, thereby to procure and obtain God’s favour to 
them ;” to which Mede adds, “That which every Chris- 
tian doth mentally and vocally, when he commends his 
prayers to God the Father, through Jesus Christ, making 
mention of his death and satisfaction ; that in the public 
service of the Church was done by that rite, which our 
Saviour commanded to be used in commemoration of 
him.”? By which he evidently means that it is done in 
the public service, not by the priest merely, but by all 
present ; not as if this sacrifice was a propitiatory sacrifice 
to be offered only by the priest, to obtain remission of sins 
for the people, distinct from the communion to be parti- 
cipated in by the people. The doctrine of Mede, there- 
fore, is at least very different to that of the Tractators on 
the subject. . 

Accordingly we find that our opponents’ friend and 
chosen witness, Dr. Brett, very distinctly charges the 
Church of England with a vital omission in her eucharistic 
service. I will transcribe some of his observations on 


1 Chap. 9, p. 376. 
? Mede’s Works, pp. 365, 366. 
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this matter, and commend his fair and open dealing to 
the attention and imitation of the Tractators. 

“T wish,” says Dr. Brett, “ where he [é. e. Johnson] could 
have shewed us where the Church of England has appointed 
such an oblation of the sacramental body and blood of 
Christ, as he speaks of, . . . . or that she has not wilfully 
and designedly omitted it. That it is omitted in the com- 
munion office of the Church of England, is evident to all 
that are acquainted with that Liturgy ; and that it was not 
casually, but wilfully, left out there, is no less evident, be- 
cause not only in the Roman Canon . . but also in the 
first reformed Liturgy of King Edward VI. there was 
such an oblation immediately following the words of insti- 
tution . .. . but in the second Liturgy of King Edward, 
and ever since, this prayer (that is, what the second re- 
formers thought fit to leave of it) has been removed to the 
post-communion, that it might not be used till after the 
elements were distributed and consumed . . . . The words 
‘to accept this our sacrifice of praise and thanksgiving’ 

. as they are now placed in the post-communion can by 
no means be applied to the material elements. For it is 
absurd to pretend that we may offer to God that which is 
not, or present to him that which we have eaten and con- 
Summed sate’. This omission and transposition could not 
be made otherwise than with design. Consequently, the 
Church of England has wilfully and designedly omitted to 
make the oblation of the sacramental body and blood of 
Christ ; and therefore, according to what Mr. Johnson 
says, she is without excuse as to this matter. .... If it be 
but a very great defect, it ought to be corrected ; and if it 
is an essential one, it is of fatal consequence. And surely it 
as essential if it be what our Saviour did and commanded 
us to do, as Mr. Johnson has proved it is, and the very 
words of institution teach us, and the practice of the whole 
Church, from the Apostles’ days to the Reformation, has 
been agreeable thereto.”! 


* Brett’s Collection of ancient Liturgies. Dissert. pp. 119—22. 


FULLY REVEALED IN SCRIPTURE. 149 


How far our opponents agree in reality in these views, 
may be seen in Mr. Froude’s Remains, Mr. Newman’s 
Letter to Dr. Fausset, and Mr. Keble’s Preface to 
Hooker. By Mr. Froude it is said that our present com- 
munion service is “ a judgment on the Church,” and that 
there would be gain in “replacing it by a good transla- 
tion of the Liturgy of St. Peter” (a euphemism for the 
mass book); by Mr. Newman, that our reformers, in not 
adopting “the Canon of the mass,” which is called a 
“sacred and most precious monument of the Apostles,” 
“ mutilated the tradition of 1500 years,” and that “ our pre- 
sent condition is a judgment on us for what they did;”! and 
by Mr. Keble, that our reformers, in their revision of the 
Prayer Book, have “given up altogether the ecclesiasti- 
cal tradition regarding certain very material points in the 
celebration, if not in the doctrine, of the Holy Eucharist.’? 
And yet, notwithstanding this, they publish a Tract, in 
which they endeavour to prove that our Communion ser- 
vice may be explained so as to be consistent with their 
views, and claim all the best of our English divines as 
supporters of them! 

I now proceed to the question whether the doctrine of 
our opponents on this point, is that of the Scriptures or 
the primitive Church. 

In this doctrine are contained the four following pro- 
positions :— 

lst. That the bread and wine, after consecration, are to 
be offered up to God by the minister, as a sacrifice com- 
memorative of the sacrifice of the cross. 

2dly. That the minister performs this act in a strictly ' 
sacerdotal character. 

3dly. That by this sacrifice so offered by a priest, remis- 
sion of sins is obtained for the whole Church. 

4thly. That by this sacrifice so offered an additional 


1 Newman’s Lett. to Dr. Fausset, 2nd ed. pps 46, 7. 
2 Pref. to Hooker, p. 62. 
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refreshment is obtained for the souls of the dead in the 
intermediate state. 

All these four propositions, then, we maintain to be 
contrary to the testimony of Scripture and the earliest 
Fathers. 

Ist. That the bread and wine, after consecration, are to 
be offered up to God by the minister, as a sacrifice com- 
memorative of the sacrifice of the cross. 

Whether there is any intrinsic evil in such an oblation 
of the elements, is not here the question. That the 
bread and wine, after that they have obtained by conse- 
cration a peculiar character, as things set apart as em- 
blems of Christ’s body and blood, should be solemnly 
offered up to God as a memorial, as it were, to God of the 
sacrifice of the cross, may not be in itself an improper 
act. And by this act, the body and blood of Christ might 
be said to be offered up, that is figuratively and symboli- 
cally, which is the only way in which they could be offered 
up by elements which, as the Fathers testify, are still 
bread and wine. And this was perhaps done by some in 
the fourth century, but was done simultaneously and cor- 
respondently, as far as the succession of time would admit, 
with that act of the heart by which the true body and 
blood of Christ—the true sacrifice of the cross—were spiri- 
tually offered up to the Father in prayers and praises, as 
the only propitiation for our sins; which spiritual sacri- 
fice is that which at all times is, as it were, the soul of 
the service, and that upon which its value altogether de- 
pends. But though the offering up of the consecrated 
symbols may not be in itself improper, yet there are ob- 
jections to it, and our Church has thus judged. We have 
not either the testimony of Scripture, or of the primitive 
Church, in its favour. And there is no inconsiderable 
danger, as I think facts teach us, that this external offer- 
ing made through the hands of the minister, may be sub- 
stituted for that spiritual offering up of the sacrifice of the 
cross upon the altar of the heart of each individual, upon 
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which the value of the service to the individual commu- 
nicant wholly depends. Nay more; as we have no autho- 
rity for so doing, it is an act which appears to savour 
strongly of presumption. 

First, as it respects Scripture. 

The Tractator tells us that the Fathers declare “ that 
it [the sacrifice] was enjoined by our Lord in the words 
‘Do this for a memorial of me.’” I suppose he means 
Father Bellarmine and such like, for he will find, I sus- 
pect, no others; nor is it necessary to do more than place 
before him the observations of his own witness, Bishop 
Morton, not far from the passage he has quoted on this 
point. “To this purpose, he [2. e. Bellarmine], as others, 
insisteth upon the same words, hoc facite, saying, that 
‘ Christ offered a sacrifice, and commanded it to be offered 
certainly in these words, hoc facite, do this, where the 
word hoc, this, doth demonstrate that which Christ did in 
the supper, viz., to sacrifice himself’ Which is so empty 
and pithless a proof that their own Jansenius, as it were, 
despairing of the issue, doth say that ‘ notwithstanding 
this sacrifice cannot be effectually proved by this text of 
hoc facite, yet may it be proved by tradition” Which 
causeth us to admire our adversaries’ vain pretences who 
profess to expound Scriptures according to the consent of 
antient Fathers, and yet now their greatest doctor, Car- 
dinal Bellarmine, when he contendeth for their great 
Diana, the Romish sacrifice of the Mass, and would prove 
it out of the words hoc facite, doth not out of all the cata- 
logue of antient Fathers, cite any one that we find who 
interpreteth facite to be sacrificate. Neither indeed can 
it be so enforced: for as their Cardinal Jansenius truly 
noteth, the pronoun hoc, this, ‘is to be referred not only 
to the taking of the eucharist, but unto all those particu- 
lars which Christ is said forthwith to have done; as 
namely, the taking bread, giving of thanks, blessing, and 
breaking, &e.’””? 


! Morton’s Catholic Appeal, ii. 7. §§ 10,11. pp. 177,8. I would commend 
the whole of this chapter to the attention of the reader, and also his Treatise 
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“The plea from hoc facite,” says Dr. Waterland, “when 
first set up, was abundantly answered by a very learned 
Romanist; I mean the excellent Picherell, who wrote 
about 1562, and died in 1590. Protestants also’ have 
often confuted it, and the Papists themselves, several of 
them, have long ago given it up. The other boasted plea 
drawn from the use of the present tense, in the words of 
the institution, has been so often refuted and exposed,* 
that I cannot think it needful to call that matter over 
again in an age of so much light and learning.” 

So that in these words at least we have no intimation - 
of any such sacrifice. 


“ Of the Institution of the Sacrament of the body and blood of Christ,” or as it 
was styled in the second and enlarged edition of 1652, ‘Of the Lord’s Supper ;” 
for though, from his controversy being with those who held the doctrine of Tran- 
substantiation, his observations are not all strictly applicable to our present sub- 
ject, yet they evidently include a defence of the view for which we are here con- 
tending. “As for the Protestants,” he says, “ they, in their divine and public 
service, do profess Christ the Son of God to he the only true priest of the New 
‘Testament ; who, being God and man, was only able to work in himself pro- 
pitiation with God for man; and his sacrifice once offered upon the cross to 
be the all and only sufficient sacrifice for the remission of sins; wuicH [i.e. 
which sacrifice of the cross] by an eucharistical and thankful commemoration 
(according unto the acknowledged tenour of antient Liturgies, “for all the 
faithful, whether martyrs, patriarchs, prophets, or Apostles, and all saints) 
they present unto God as an effectual propitiation, both for the quick and the 
dead ; by the which rrayeErs [so that the prayers offered by the heart are the 
commemoration outwardly betokened by the bread and wine] they apply the 
same propitiatory sacrifice unto the good of all that are capable.” (Cath. App. 
ii, 7. § 18. p. 188.) Here, then, we clearly see that the true altar recognized 
by Bishop Morton, is the altar of the heart, from which, in the sacrifices of 
prayer and praise, Christ is offered up to the Father as an effectual propitia- 
tion, and his effectual propitiation is offered up by the communicants not only 
for themselves, but for the whole Church, including also even the dead, so far 
as to intercede for their future happy resurrection and possession of the pro- 
mised inheritance, the only prayers for them which, as Bishop Morton himself 
tells us, in the following chapter, (§ 2. p. 190,) pure antiquity sanctions. 

1 J. Forbes, p. 616. Morn. p. 212. Salmas. contr. Grot. p. 444. Alber- 
tin. p. 498,509. Morton, b. vi. c. 1. p. 390. Townson, p. 276. Brevint, 
Depth and myst. p. 128. Payne, p. 9 &s. Pfaff. p. 186, 220, 259, 269. 

? Picherell, p. 62,138. Spalatens. p. 278. Mason, p.614. Morton, b. vi. 
ce. 1. p, 394, Albertin. p. 74, 76, 78, 119. J. Forbes, p. 617. Brevint, p. 
128. Kidder & Payne. Pfaff. p. 232, 233, 

5 Appendix to Christian Sacrifice, Works, vol. 8. pp. 194, 5. 


FULLY REVEALED IN SCRIPTURE. 153 


That “the early Church” held that the Eucharist was 
* alluded to when our Lord or St. Paul speak of a Chris- 
tian altar (St. Matt. v. 23: Heb. xiii. 10)”, cannot be 
proved by anything bearing the appearance of patristical 
consent, so that even Bellarmine himself admits that it 
cannot be so urged,’ and affirms that the Apostles and 
writers of the New Testament, by the special guidance of 
the Holy Ghost, purposely forbore to insert in their writ- 
ings the name of an altar ;* and the passage in the He- 
brews is generally interpreted as referring to the altar of 
the cross, a phrase which Waterland has shown to have 
been in common use with the Fathers. But even if it 
could, (and some of the Fathers have given that interpre- 
tation,) we reply with their own witness on this subject, 
Bishop Morton, “Grant that altar doth as naturally and 
necessarily infer a sacrifice as a shrine doth a saint, a 
father a son; yet so, as to distinguish when these things 
are properly and when improperly so called ; knowing that 
the table of the Lord being called improperly an altar 
can no more conclude a sacrifice properly understood, than 
when as St. Paul calleth Titus, his son according to the 
faith, (which is improperly,) a man may contend that St. 
Paul was his proper and natural father, which is, accord- 
ing to the flesh.”4 

Now, we grant that the Lord’s table may be called im- 
properly an altar, on several accounts, and therefore, the 
mere use of the word proves nothing in favour of the 
doctrine of our opponents. For though it may be quite 
true that according to their notion the altar is only im- 
properly an altar, yet it is also true in our view of the sub- 
ject, and therefore, the mere name proves no more for 
their view than for ours. And we readily admit that 
these words, altar, priest, sacrifice, were used in the 
Church at a very early period, though not perhaps at the 
earliest. Bellarmine himself states that the first Chris- 
tians abstained from the use of such words up to the time 


1 De miss. lib. 1. c. 14. 2 Ibven 17: SW orks, vol, 8. p. 211, 12. 
4 Cath, App. ii. 6. § 1. p. 162. 
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of Tertullian ;1 and hence Bishop Morton justly observes, 
“Tf, therefore, some Protestants, calling to mind the tem- 
perance of the primitive age, which, as is confessed, ab- 
stained from the names of priesthood and temples,—we 
add that which we have proved, and from altars,—have 
misliked the liberty of succeeding Fathers for alteration 
of the phrase, they are not herein to be judged adversaries, 
but rather zealous emulators and favourers of true anti- 
quity.’”? 

But it appears to me, I confess, both difficult to deter- 
mine any precise period at which the use of the word 
altar to express the communion table arose, for it certainly 
appears to have been used by Ignatius, and also a matter 
of indifference. For all that we are concerned with is, 
whether the name was used properly or improperly.? — 
And that it was used only metaphorically, seems to me 
capable of easy proof, from this simple and undeniable 
fact, that when Celsus and others accused the Christians 
of not having any altars, they admitted that they had none, 
and justified the fact, as we learn from Origen, Minutius 
Felix, and Arnobius.* 

But our opponents will perhaps say, True they denied 
that they had altars, but then they meant only such altars 
as received bloody sacrifices, and not such altars as we 
contend for. Let us observe, then, in what words Origen 
makes this denial. To the charge of Celsus on this head, 
Origen replies, “‘ He sees not that our altars are THE MIND 


1 De cult. sanct. lib. 3. ¢. 4. 

2 Cath. App. ii. 6. § 2. p. 164, 

3 “ Howheit,” says Bishop Jewell, “the old learned Fathers, as they often- 
times delighted themselves with these words, Sabbatum, Parasceve, Pascha, 
Pentecoste, and such other like terms of the Old Law, notwithstanding the ob- 
servation and ceremony thereof were then abolished and out of use; even so 
likewise they delighted themselves oftentimes with these words, sacerdos, 
altare, sacrificium, the sacrificer, the altar, the sacrifice, notwithstanding the 
use thereof were then clearly expired, only for that the ears of the people, as 
well of the Jews as of the Gentiles, had been long acquainted with the same.” 
Jewell’s Reply to Harding, art. 17. Works, p. 410. 

“ Orig. c. Cels. vill. § 17. Op. ed. Ben. i. p. 755. Min, Felix in Octav. 
§ 32. Arnob. ady. Gent. vi. & vii. 
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of each of the righteous, from whence are sent up truly 
and spiritually incense offerings of sweet savour, even the 
prayers that proceed from a pure conscience.”! This pas- 
sage, then, completely concludes against such an answer 
as we have supposed, namely, that they denied that they 
had altars only because their sacrifices were not bloody, 
and therefore their altars only improperly called altars, 
because then this distinction would have been drawn by 
Origen; but, on the contrary, he admits the charge fully, 
and replies that our hearts are our altars, showing that 
the true sacrifice in the eucharist was the offering up of 
Christ upon the altar of the heart, in our prayers and 
praises. And the same answer is made to Julian upon a 
similar occasion by Cyril of Alexandria.* 

Further, so far from the Fathers believing that such a 
sacrifice was “the ‘ pure offering’ which Malachi fore- 
told that the Gentiles should offer,’ we have the clearest 
evidence that they understood the passage in a different 
sense, even when they made it refer directly to the 
eucharist. This may be seen in the passage already 
quoted above from Justin Martyr,’ where, after referring 
to this very passage, he describes the sacrifices in these 
words :—“ That therefore both prayers and thanksgivings 
made by the worthy are the only perfect and acceptable 
sacrifices to God, I alsoaffrm. For these alone Christians 
have been taught to perform, both for a memorial of their 
food, both as to meat and drink, and one in which a com- 
memoration is made of the passion which God [the Son] 
of God suffered for them.” Here, then, it is distinctly 
stated, with reference to this passage of Malachi, that the 
only sacrifices offered to God in the eucharist were those 
of prayer and thanksgiving. 


1 Ovx dpwv, bt Bomor wey ero hui Tov Exacrov Twy Sicuiwy ayewoviKoy, . ap’ 
0b avameumeTat oAnOws Kat VonTws cevwdn OUpuLapaTa, ai mpoTevxXat amo GUVEL~ 
Syoews Kabapus. Origen ut supra. 

2 Contr. Julian. lib. 10. pp. 343, 345, & 350. ‘Tom. 6, ed, Aubert. 

3 See pp. 54, 55 above. 
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Again, how does Ireneus interpret this passage? He 
distinctly interprets the pure offering to be not such a 
sacrifice as our opponents mean, but the oblation of the 
bread and wine to God as the firstfruits of his gifts. 
“ Giving counsel,” he says, “to his disciples to offer to 
God the firstfruits of his creatures, not as if God needed 
them, but that they might be neither unfruitful nor un- 
grateful, he took the bread which is of the creature, and 
gave thanks, saying, ‘ This is my body ;’ and in like man- 
ner, the cup which is of the creature, which is according 
to us, he confessed to be his blood; and taught the new 
oblation of the New Testament, which the Church receiv- 
ing from the Apostles, offers throughout the whole’ world 
to ‘God. who gives us our food, as the firstfruits of his gifts 
under the New Testament, of which Malachi, in the 
Twelve Prophets, thus prophesied,” quoting Mal.i. 10, 11.1 

And hence we may see the meaning of that passage in 
Justin Martyr, in which, alluding again to this passage of 
Malachi, he says,—“ But he there utters a prediction con- 
cerning the sacrifices offered up to him in every place by 
us Gentiles, that is, of the bread of the eucharist, and the 
cup likewise of the eucharist, and says that we glorify his 
name, and that you profane it.” Here Justin Martyr 
appears, like Ireneus, to have regarded the bread and 
wine as themselves, in a sense, (as undoubtedly they are), a 
sacrifice to God ; while by comparing this with the passage 


1 Sed et suis discipulis dans consilium primitias Deo offerre ex suis crea- 
turis, non quasi indigenti, sed ut ipsi nec infructuosi nec ingrati sint, eum qui 
ex creatura est panis accepit et gratias egit, dicens, ‘ Hoc est corpus meum.’ 
Et calicem similiter, qui est ex ea creatura que est secundum nos, suum 
sanguinem confessus est, et Novi Testamenti novam docuit oblationem, quam 
Ecclesia ab Apostolis accipiens, in universo mundo offert Deo, ei qui alimen- 
ta nobis prestat, primitias suorum munerum in Novo Testamento, de quo in 
Duodecim Prophetis Malachias sic presignificavit, Non est mihi voluntas in 
vobis, &c. Inun. adv. Her. iv. 32. p. 323, ed. Grabe. 

> Theps Se Tay ev maytt Tomw ip’ juwy Tw eOvev mporpepopevov avTw Ovoiwy, 
TOUTEOTL TOV UpTOV TNS EVXAPLOTIAS, KaL TOU TOTNPLOV SuoLws THS evXapLOTLas, 
MPOACYEL TOTE, ELMMY Kat TO OVOMA avToU do~atew Huus, duas Se BeByrovy. Dial. 
cum Tryph. § 41. p. 138. 
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we have just quoted from him, it is no less evident that he 
esteemed the sacrifice of prayer and praise to be the great 
and all-important sacrifice in this service. 

Further, Tertullian does not even apply the passage at 
all, i. e. in any express terms, to the eucharist in particu- 
lar, but to the sacrifices of prayer and praise generally. 
After quoting this passage in his Treatise against the 
Jews, and annexing to it Ps. xevi. 7,8, he adds, “ For 
that we ought to sacrifice to God not with earthly but 
with spiritual sacrifices, we thus read in Scripture, ‘A bro- 
ken and contrite heart is God’s victim, and elsewhere, 
‘sacrifice to God the sacrifice of praise, and pay thy vows 
unto the Most High.’ In these words, therefore, the 
spiritual sacrifices of praise are designated, and a broken 
heart is shown to be an acceptable sacrifice to God... . 
And of spiritual sacrifices he adds these words, ‘ And in 
every place pure sacrifices shall be offered to my name. 
[Mal.i. 11.’ And so again in another place he speaks 
still more plainly, where, quoting this passage of Malachi, 
“In every place a sacrifice shall be offered to my name, 
even a pure sacrifice,” he immediately adds, “ NAMELY, the 
ascription of glory, and benediction, and praise, and hymns.”? 

1 Cur itaque postea per Prophetas predicat Spiritus futurum, ut in omni 
terra aut in omni loco offerantur gacrificia Deo, sicut per Malachiam angelum 
unum ex Duodecim Prophetis dicit, ‘ Non recipiam sacrificium de manibus 
vestris, quoniam ab oriente sole usque ad occidentem nomen meum clarifica- 
tum est in omnibus gentibus, dicit Dominus Omnipotens; et in omni loco 
offeruntur sacrificia munda nomini meo.’ Item in Psalmis David dicit : * Ad- 
ferte Deo patrie gentium’,—indubitate quod in omnem terram exire habebat 
predicatio Apostolorum,—‘ Adferte Deo claritatem et honorem, adferte Deo 
sacrificia nominis ejus ; tollite hostias et introite in atria ejus)s Namque quod 
non terrenis sacrificiis sed spiritalibus Deo litandum sit, ita legimus ut scrip- 
tum est ; Cor contribulatum et humiliatum hostia Deo est. Et alibi; Sacri- 
fica Deo sacrificium laudis, et redde Altissimo vota tua. Sic itaque sacrificia 
spiritalia laudis designantur, et cor contribulatum acceptabile sacrificium Deo 
demonstratur .... De spiritalibus vero sacrificiis addit, dicens, Et in omni 
loco sacrificia munda offerentur nomini meo, dicit Dominus. Tertull. ady. 
Jud. pp. 187, 8. 

2 Ut pariter concurreret et Malachiz prophetia, ‘ Non est voluntas mea, 
dicit Dominus, . . . et in omni loco sacrificium nomini meo offertur et sacri- 


ficium mundum;’ glorie scilicet relatio, et benedictio et laus et hymni.” 
Tert. ady. Mare, iii, 22. p. 410. 
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And again, “As Malachi says, . . . ‘In every place sa- 
crifice shall be offered to my name, even a pure sacrifice,’ 
NAMELY, sincere prayer from a pure conscience.” + , 

Passages from other Fathers* might be quoted of a si- 
milar import, but these are, I suppose, amply sufficient. 

That the passage includes a reference to the eucharist, 
as one, and perhaps the most important, of the spiritual 
sacrifices of the Christian, I have no doubt; and this it is 
evident the Fathers considered it to do; but the earliest 
and best of them, at least, did not, as we have seen, refer 
it to that exclusively, nor give the least countenance, but 
the contrary, to our opponents’ application of it. That 
the passage, therefore, can be taken as proving any such 
sacrifice, when the Fathers so clearly testify that the 
spiritual sacrifices of prayer and praise fully satisfy the 
meaning of it, cannot of course be admitted. 

I need hardly observe that the argument is, like almost 
all those of our opponents, an arrow taken from the quiver 
of the Romanists, and thus is it replied to by their own 
witness, Bishop Morton. “As little help can they hope 
for from the second place of Malachie, which the most 
Fathers expound of other spiritual sacrifices, such as is the 
preaching of the Gospel (Tertull.), sacrifice of prayers from 
a pure heart (Euseb.); sacrifice of all gifts of devotion of- 
fered in christian assemblies (Iren. & Just. Mart.); the sa- 
crifice of all godly actions (Euseb.); and such like. . . But 
what shall we need to prove our interpretation of this 
text to be true whereunto their own great doctor, Mon- 
tanus, hath so fully subscribed?” It “ must be expounded, 
as their own Montanus sheweth, of spiritual sacrifice. 
] Pet. 1.9. Ye are a royal priesthood. Rev. i. 6. Even 
kings and priests unto God. Ar. Mont. in Mal.” 3 

Still further, we have positive evidence in Scripture 


1 Dicente Malachia, *‘ Non est voluntas mea in yobis . . . et in omni loco 
sacrificium nomini meo offertur et sacrificium mundum,’ scilicet simplex oratio 
de conscientia pura. ert. adv. Mare. iy. 1. pp. 413, 414, 

2 See Hieron. in Zech. c. 8, vv. 7,8. 

Cath, App. ii. 7. § 2. p. 167. 
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against such a notion. How is it to be reconciled, for 
instance, with what is said in the Epistle to the Hebrews, 
where the Apostle, after having spoken of the frequently- 
recurring sacrifices of the Old Testament, contrasts with 
them the “one” sacrifice of the New. “This man,” he 
says, “after he had offered one sacrifice for sins, for ever 
sat down on the right hand of God... For by one 
offering he hath perfected for ever them that are sanctified, 
whereof the Holy Ghost also is a witness to us . . their 
sins and iniquities will I remember no more. Now 
where remission of these is, there is no more offering for 
sin. Having therefore, brethren, boldness to enter into 
the holiest by the blood of Jesus . . . let us draw near 
with a true heart in full assurance of faith,” &c. (Heb. x. 
12 et seq.) Words cannot more clearly show that there 
is no such sacrifice appointed under the New Testament 
as the Tractators dream of. For the sacrifice advocated 
by them is as much a propitiatory sacrifice as were any of 
those of the Old Testament. For they had no value in 
themselves, but only as they represented the one great 
sacrifice. 

And the true nature of the eucharist is very forcibly 
shown in a passage of the same Apostle elsewhere: 
“ Christ our passover,” he says, “is sacrificed (e0v0n, has 
been sacrificed) for us, therefore let us keep the feast.” 
(1 Cor. v. 7, 8.) The sacrifice, then, has been already 
offered, and it remains for us to keep the feast in thank- 
ful remembrance of it, and thanksgiving to God for its 
benefits. 

Further, this sacrifice is not sanctioned by the earliest 
Fathers. , 

We have already had occasion to observe the terms in 
which Irenzus speaks of the sacrifice in the eucharist, 
and we learn from him that the sacrifice, as far as re- 
garded the elements themselves, was an oblation of them 
to God before the act of consecration, not as the symbols 
of Christ’s body and blood, but as his creatures of bread 
and wine, that, having received his blessing, they might 
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afterwards be partaken of, with a grateful remembrance 
of God’s mercies, temporal and spiritual. 

And in another place he speaks still more clearly, “ It 
becomes us to make an oblation to God, and to be found 
in all things grateful to God our Creator, offering to him 
with a pure mind and faith without hypocrisy, in firm 
hope, in fervent love, the firstfruits of his creatures. This 
oblation the holy Church alone offers to the Creator, 
offering to him of his creature with thanksgiving.” 1 

This oblation, or sacrifice, then, is altogether different 
to that for which our opponents contend; and this 
sacrifice, as Mede observes, is in effect offered “so often 
as we set the bread and wine upon the holy table; for 
whatsoever we set upon God’s table is ipso facto dedi- 
cated and offered unto him.” Such an oblation or sacrifice, 
therefore, is virtually made whenever the eucharist is ce- 
lebrated ; though, in our present service, instead of placing 
the oblation in the mere act of setting the bread and wine 
upon the table, I should rather consider it to be more 
especially made where, in the prayer for the Church mili- 
tant,? we beg of God to receive our “alms and oblations,” 
the term “oblations” here clearly referring to the bread 
and wine, which are offered by the people, who now pro- 
vide them as of old they used themselves to bring them. 
And such oblation is implied when they are actually de- 
dicated to a sacred use in the prayer of consecration ; and 
when we say,—“ Grant that we receiving THESE thy crea- 
tures of bread and wine, according to thy Son our Saviour 
Jesus Christ’s holy institution, in remembrance of his death 
and passion, may be partakers of his most blessed body 


' Oportet enim nos oblationem Deo facere et in omnibus gratos inveniri 
Fabricatori Deo, in sententia pura et fide sine hypocrisi, in spe firma, in di- 
lectione ferventi, primitias earum que sunt ejus creaturarum offerentes. Hane 
oblationem Ecclesia sola pura offert Fabricatori, offerens ei cum gratiarum 
actione ex creatura ejus. Iren. ady. Her. iv. 34. p. 326. ed. Grabe. 

2 It is, I suppose, from this feeling, that the rubric which enjoins that “ the 
priest shall place upon the table” the bread and wine, is not usually strictly 
attended to. Seeing, however, that the rubric so directs, they are not, I think, 
to be blamed who adhere to it. 
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and blood,’—we, as it were, direct the attention of -our 
heavenly Father to the elements as placed upon his table, 
and recognize them as there offered up for his service, to 
be applied to the sacred purpose of representing the body 
and blood of Christ. But it is obvious that such an obla- 
tion differs toto celo from that for which our opponents 
contend, which is an oblation of the consecrated elements 
to God as symbolically the body and blood of Christ, as a 
sacrifice like the sacrifices of the Old Testament, to be of- 
fered moreover by the priest solely in a strictly sacerdotal 
character, and obtaining for the Church remission of sins. 

Still more plainly speaks (as we have seen) Justin 
Martyr, who, overlooking altogether, in one passage we 
have quoted, any material sacrifice in the eucharist, from 
its comparative want of value, places the sacrifice wholly 
in the prayers and thanksgivings offered. ‘“ Prayers and 
thanksgivings made by the worthy,” says Justin Martyr, 
speaking of the sacrifices of the New Testament men- 
tioned by Malachi, “ are the only perfect and acceptable 
sacrifices to God. These alone Christians have been taught 
to perform, both for a memorial of their food both as to 
meat and drink, and one in which a commemoration is 
made of the passion which God [the Son] of God offered for 
them.” 1 The oblation of the elements themselves is here 
as it were put out of sight as comparatively of no moment. 
and the memorial is made to consist wholly in the 
“ prayers and thanksgivings” offered. 

There is also another remarkable passage in his 
first Apology to the same effect. ‘“ Who, therefore, in his 
senses,” he says, “will not confess that we are not 
atheists, who worship the Maker of this Universe, and say, 
as we have been taught, that he is in no need of blood 
and libations, and incense, praising him to the best of our 
ability for all the blessings we enjoy, with the words of 
prayer and thanksgiving,? both on account of our creation 
and all the means of health, and the qualities of his pro- 


1 See pp. 54, 55 above. 
2 Noy evxns ica evxapioTias ed’ ois mpoapepoucla mucw ban Syvauis atvouv- 
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ductions, and the changes of seasons, and uttering suppli- 
cations that we may again enjoy eternal life through faith 
which is in him; having been taught that this honour is 
alone such as is worthy of him, namely, not to consume 
by fire those things that were given by him for food, but 
to apply them for our own use and that of those who are in 
want, and with hearts grateful to him to send forth by 
words devotions and hymns.” ! 

Nothing can well be more explicit and to the point 
than this passage. 

Nor should we overlook the account given by Justin 
Martyr of the primitive form of the eucharistic service, 
because, if our opponents’ views were correct, we could 
hardly fail to find there some notice of their supposed sa- 
crifice. But do we find it? These are his words. “ There 
is then brought to him who presides over the brethren 
[assembled] bread, and a cup of water and wine; and he 
having taken them pours forth praise and glory to the 
Father of all, through the name of the Son and Holy 
Spirit, and makes a thanksgiving for our being considered 
worthy of these things by Him; and when he has ended 
the prayers and the thanksgiving, all the people present 
assent, saying, Amen. But Amen in the Hebrew tongue 
signifies so be it. And the president having given thanks, 
and all the people assented, those that are called by us, 
deacons, distribute to each of those present of the bread 
and wine and water over which thanks have been thus 
given, to be partaken of by them; and carry part away 


tes, The Benedictine translation of ep’ ois 7. 7. “in his omnibus que offe- 
rimus” would require mpoopepopev. ‘The word mpoopepoueda. is, I conceive, of 
the middle voice. 

1 Movny akiay avtou tinny TavT nv TaparaBovTes, To Ta bmw EkeELWoU Els Siatpopyy 
Yyevoweva ov mupt damavay, ar’ EavTois Kar Tos Seoevols Tpoopepery, ekeivw Se 
evXaplorous ovTas dia Aoyou moumas Kot Suvous meuwev. Apol. 1. § 13. pp. 50> 
51. The word mouzas (if it be really the true reading) has, I suppose, a re- 
ference to the ceremonies of the heathen in honour of their gods, but the words 


dia Aoyou clearly show to what sort of Christian acts of religious devotion it 
refers, 


FULLY REVEALED IN SCRIPTURE. 163 


to those that were not present.”? And further on he 
_ repeats the account in words of precisely the same im- 
port. ? 

I ask with confidence, Is this account reconcileable with 
the notions of our opponents? Is there here any such 
sacrifice, or altar, or priest, as they dream of? No; here 
we have in its original simplicity the sacred rite instituted 
by our Lord, and delivered to us in the Scriptures of the 
Apostles. 

Lastly, Tertullian, as we have seen, invariably describes 
the sacrifice of the New Testament mentioned by Ma- 
lachi, as a “ spiritual” sacrifice, “the sacrifice of praise,” 
“the aseription of glory, and benediction, and praise, and 
hymns,” “ sincere prayer from a pure conscience.” $ 

Now, without at all denying that at a subsequent period 
there might be an oblation of the elements after conse- 
cration, and that this might be considered more peculiarly 
the external sacrificial part of the eucharist, I argue thus : 
Is it possible to reconcile the language of Irenzeus and 
Justin Martyr with the supposition that it was so in their 
time, or at least in their part of the Church, which is 
enough for our purpose? I submit with confidence that 
it is not. I say not merely that our opponents’ notion of 
the nature and effects of this sacrifice is opposed by their 
testimony, because that is opposed by all pure antiquity, 
but also that these testimonies are distinctly opposed to 
the notion that there was at that time any such oblation 
or sacrifice as a second offering up of the elements, taking 


1 Enero, mpooeperat Tw mpocoTwrt Twv adeAPwy apTos, Kat moTypiov sSaTos 
kat kpoparos [afterwards called owov]. Kot otros AaBwv, atvoy ka Sotay rw 
Tlarpt twy dAwy dt Tov ovowaros Tov “Liov kot Tov Tvevmaros Tov Gytou avamreusm 
mel’ KoL evXapioTiay imep Tov KaTnkwwola TOUTwY Map avTOoV emt moAU ToLELTaL’ 
0b TLVTEAETUYTOS TUS EUXaS KaL THY EVXapLOTLaY, mas 5 TapwY Aaos emevpnmer 
Acywv, any. To de auny, Tn EBpaids pwvn, To YevolTo onpmavel. Evxapiorn- 
cayTos Se TOV MPOEOTWTOS, KoL EmEVp>HMLTAYTOS TaYTOS Tov Aaov, Of KaAOUMLEVOL 
Tap ju Siakovor didoucw ckactw Toy mapoyToy peTadaBeEw omo Tov evxupLoTy- 
OevTos apTov Kat owov Kat bduTos, Kot ToIs ov mapovoly amopepovot. Apol, 1. 
§ 65. pp. 82, 3. ed. Bened. 

2 Tb. § 67. p. 88. 

3 See pp. 157, 158 above. 

M2 


164 THE CHRISTIAN RELIGION 


place after their consecration. For had it been so, this 
would have been more especially and peculiarly that part 
of the office which had the sacrificial character, as our 
opponents (justly according to their view) represent it to 
be, whereas Ireneus expressly represents the sacrificial 
part of it, as far as concerns any sacrifice of the elements 
themselves, to consist in the oblation of the bread and wine 
as the firstfruits of G'od’s creatures, in order that they 
may be applied to the purposes of the eucharist, and 
speaks of this as the sacrifice of the New Testament re- 
ferred to by Malachi; while Justin Martyr and Tertullian 
overlooking generally any material sacrifice in the eucha- 
rist, place the sacrifice wholly in the prayers and thanks- 
givings that are offered up, even that offering up of the 
true sacrifice of the cross to God upon the altar of the 
heart, which is presented by every faithful worshipper 
when receiving the outward memorials of that sacrifice. 

The breaking of the bread and the pouring out of the 
wine that take place in the communion are a commemora- 
tion of the sacrifice of the cross, and this act of commemo- 
ration, in which every communicant partakes, when ac- 
companied with faithful thanksgivings for the sacrifice it 
represents, is an acceptable sacrifice to God. We deny 
not, therefore, be it observed, that there is a sacrifice 
offered to God in this part of the service, but it is a sa- 
erifice of personal service, not of the elements, and per- 
formed by every communicant, and although that per- 
sonal service consists partly in outward actions, its far 
more important and essential part is in the feelings of 
the heart towards God. 

A better statement of the whole question can hardly 
perhaps be found than is given by our opponents’ own 
witness Bishop White. “Touching the name and title 
of sacrifice, our Church giveth the same to the holy 
eucharist ; and that not only in respect of certain pious 
actions annexed unto it, to wit, prayer, thanksgiving, 
alms, &¢.—Rom. xii. 1. 1 Pet. ii. 5.—but in regard of 
the eucharist itself; wherein first the outward elements 


py 
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of bread and wine receiving the calling of God (Iren. 1. 4. 
ce. 34.) are made sacred and appointed to divine worship, 
1 Cor. xi. 26, and become instruments of grace to men. 
Secondly, the body and blood of Christ, presmnr To THE 
SOUL, are, by THE FAITH AND DEVOTION of the pastor and 
people which receive these mysteries, presented and tendered 
to God, with request that he will vouchsafe for the merit 
thereof to bestow grace and remission of sins, and other 
benefits upon them.” ! 

That any argument should be derived by our opponents 
from the word sacrifice being used with reference to the 
eucharist is on the face of it absurd, because the word is 
constantly used by the Fathers in a sense wholly spiritual, 
and signifying only prayers or offerings of the heart. This 
we have already seen in several instances, which are the 
more pertinent to our present subject, as having an espe- 
cial reference to the eucharist, but of general instances it 
would be easy to add many more. “ We sacrifice,” says 
Tertullian, “for the safety of the Emperor, but to our 
God and his, and in the manner in which God hath di- 
rected, namely, with pure prayers.”* “A good spirit, a 
pure mind, a sincere conscience . . . these,” says Minu- 
cius Felix, “are our sacrifices, these are God’s sacred 
offerings.” ? And so indeed is the word frequently used by 
the Apostles in the New Testament. + 

And Bishop Morton has shown that this word is also 
used with respect to baptism, adding, “ Wherefore by this 
analogy between these two sacraments of baptism and 
the eucharist, we may conclude out of the testimony of St. 
Augustine, recorded by their antient schoolman Aquinas, 


1 F, White’s Orthodox Faith and Way to the true Church explained. With 
Works of John White, p. 158. 

2 Sacrificamus pro salute Imperatoris, sed Deo nostro et ipsius, sed quo- 
modo precepit Deus, pura prece. Ad. Scap. c. 2. p. 69. Sce also his Apologet, 
c. 30. 

3 Bonus animus et pura mens et sincera conscientia .. .. hee nostra sa- 
crificia, hae Dei sacra sunt. Min. Fel. De idol. vanit. ed. Oxon. 1678, p. 95, 

4 See Rom, xii, 1. Phil. iv. 18. Heb, xiii, 15,16. 1 Pet. il. 5, 
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‘that signs are called by the names of those things which 
they do represent, as for example, of the painted image of 
Cicero we use to say, this is Cicero. And so the celebra- 
tion of this sacrament which is a representation of Christ’s 
passion, the true immolation or sacrificing, is called an 
immolation.” 4 

The application, therefore, of this word sacrifice to the 
eucharist by the Fathers proves nothing in favour of our 
opponents. 

If, then, the testimony of Scripture, and of the earliest 
Fathers, is opposed to the notion of such a sacrifice as 
our opponents contend for in the eucharist, the other 
three propositions are answered in this. 

But we must not pass them over without notice, for in 
them lies the poison of the whole doctrine. That there 
should be such a sacrifice made in the eucharist, is a matter 
which, though far from unimportant, is comparatively of 
little moment. That such a doctrine as that of our oppo- 
nents should be held respecting it, is a matter of vast 
moment, embracing as it does some of the worst errors of 
the Romish system. 

It is maintained, then, secondly, that the minister per- 
forms this act in a strictly sacerdotal character. 

This notion has been already completely overthrown 
by the testimonies of Tertullian and Justin Martyr, ad- 
duced in a former page, to which I refer the reader.2 In 
these passages Tertullian and Justin Martyr assert, with 
particular respect to the sacrifice of the eucharist, that aut 
Christians are priests to God. It thence clearly follows, 
that in the eucharist the minister is but the guide and 
leader of the devotions of the people. It is worthy of 
observation, that the word used to describe the Levitical 
priests, (tepeve,) is never used in the New Testament for 
the ministers of Christ, but wherever it is used it is ap- 


1 Cath. App. il. 7. § 8. pp. 173, 4, and see his Treatise of the Lord’s Sup- 
per, ed. 1652. 


2 See pp. 52, 54, above. 
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plied generally to the whole body of believers. Nor is 
the term so applied by the Apostolical Fathers or Justin 
Martyr. One passage only occurs in their genuine re- 
mains that has ever been thought of as an instance, 
namely, in Ignatius,? where Pearson, Smith, and Mark- 
land understand it of Levitical priests, and in Jacobson’s 
view rightly. 

I know not, indeed, how any man can read the Epistle 
to the Hebrews, and persevere in maintaining such a 
notion as that which we are here opposing. 

The Apostle in that Epistle seems with studied assi- 
duity to impress upon our minds the fact, that with us 
there is but one sacrifice and one priest, a sacrifice all 
prevalent for the full remission of sins, and a priest who, 
being eternal, for ever liveth to present it, and make 
intercession for us; and that, consequently, every true 
Christian has, at all times, a sacrifice and a priest to pre- 
sent it for him to God, without the intervention of any 
other person or thing whatever. And the service of the 
eucharist differs only (as far as the act of worship in it is 
concerned) from the private services of the Christian in 
his closet, from its being accompanied by certain external 
acts, indicative and expressive of our thankful remem- 
brance of and faith in the sacrifice of the cross, in which 
the minister does nothing but as the hand and voice of 
the whole assembly, as all pure antiquity bears witness. 

And further, we may remark, that St. Paul, when 
speaking of the ministers of the Old and New Testament, 
describes the former as “ they which wait at the altar,” 
and the latter as “ they which preach the gospel,’* a 
distinction very different to what he would have drawn 
had he held the views of the Tractators. 

And so far is Hooker, whom our opponents have 
quoted as a maintainer of their views, from supporting 


1 Rev. i. 6; v.10; and see 1 Pet. ii. 5, 9. 

2 KaAor at oi tepers, Ad Philad. § 9. 

3 See particularly Heb. vii. 23—28. viii. 1, 6. x. 19—22. 
4 1 Cor. ix. 13, 14. 
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them in this, that he distinctly says, (as already quoted.) 
“ In truth the word presbyter doth seem more fit, and in 
propriety of speech more agreeable, than priest, with the 
drift of the whole gospel of Jesus Christ,’? which he 
never would have said had he held our opponents’ views, 
but merely drawn the distinction which they draw be- 
tween the Levitical priest and the Christian priest, as the 
one offering bloody and the other unbloody sacrifices, and 
not have given up the appellation altogether, and subste- 
tuted presbyter for it. 

Not, indeed, as I have already intimated, that the use 
of such a word is a matter of any great moment, because 
we hold, with Hooker, that there is no reason why -“ the 
very name of altar, of priest, of sacrifice itself, should be 
banished out of the world.” “ For,” adds that judicious 
writer, “ though God do now hate sacrifice, whether it be 
heathenish or Jewish, so that we cannot have the same 
things which they had but with impiety; yet unless there 
be some greater let than the only evacuation of the Law 
of Moses, the names themselves may (I hope) be retained 
without sin, in respect of that proportion which things 
established by our Saviour have unto them which by him 
are abrogated ; and so throughout all the writings of the 
antient Fathers we see that the words which were do 
continue ; the only difference is, that whereas before they 
had a literal they now have a metaphorical use, and are 
as so many notes of remembrance unto us, that what they 
did signify in the letter is accomplished in the truth.” 

-And we say with Archbishop Whitgift,—“ I am not 
greatly delighted with the name, [i. e. priest,] nor so 
desirous to maintain it; but yet a truth is to be defended. 
I read in the old Fathers, that these two names, Sacerdos 
and Presbyter, be confounded. I see, also, that the 
learned and the best of our English writers, such, I mean, 
as write in these our days, translate the word Presbyter 


1 See pp. 141, 2, above. 
2 Keel. Pol. bk. iy. c. 11. 
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so; and the very word itself, as it is used in our English 
tongue, soundeth the word Presbyter. As heretofore use 
hath made it to be taken for a sacrificer, so will use now 
alter that signification, and make it to be taken for a mi- 
nister of the gospel. But it is mere vanity to contend for 
the name when we agree of the thing.” So that with 
respect to “ the thing,” the Archbishop agreed with his 
opponent, Cartwright. And in another place he says,— 
“ I suppose it [the word priest] cometh of this word 
presbyter, not of sacerdos, and then the matter is not 
great.”* The word priest, therefore, has been freely used 
by our divines, not merely as the English for presbyter, 
but in the same sense as ‘epeve and sacerdos got into use 
among the Fathers, namely, as significative of that office 
under the New Testament, that corresponds (as far as the 
genius of the two Dispensations admits) to that which the 
priests held under the Old, just as the words altar and 
sacrifice may be used to denote those things which have a 
sort of correspondence with those that were so called 
under the Old Testament.? 

I will only add here, on this head,a passage of Cy- 
prian, where the phraseology seems to me clearly to show 
that the people were considered as much sacrificers as the 
priest. ‘“ When,” says Cyprian, “ we come together with 
the brethren and celebrate the divine sacrifices witn Grod’s 
priest, we ought to be mindful of modesty and disci- 
pline.”* Would this language have been used, if the sa- 
crifice was offered only by the priest? Would it have 
been used under the Old Testament? Moreover, I shall 
show, under the next head, that even at a subsequent pe- 
riod, when the custom of the post-consecration sacrifice 


1 Whitgift’s Def. of Answ. to Admon. p. 722, 

2 Answ. to Adm. in Def. of Answ. p. 721. See, also, Dayenant. Determ. 
q. 13. p. 62. ed. 1a. 

3 See Bishop Mant’s Expos. of the Ordination services, in his Notes on the 
Common Prayer. 

4 Quando in unum cum fratribus convenimus, et sacrificia divina cum Dei 
sacerdote celebramus, verecundiz et discipline memores esse debemus. Cypr. 
De orat. Dom. prope init. ed. Col. 1617. p. 156. 
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appears to have prevailed, still the people were considered 
as much the sacrificers as the priest. 

It is maintained, thirdly, that by this sacrifice, so offered 
by a priest, remission of sins is obtained for the whole 
Church. 

So that faithful laymen have nothing to do but to pay 
a priest for offering the sacrifice, or, as the Romanists 
would speak, for saying mass, and they have remission of 
sins. That their hearts should, by prayer and thanks- 
giving, offer up in that eucharist the true sacrifice of the 
cross to God for their pardon, is no instrument in the im- 
petration of that pardon. No; the priest is the mediator 
and intercessor between God and the people; and by his 
act in sacrificing, and not through any act of theirs, re- 
mission of sins is obtained for them. And thus the 
Christian minister set apart for the sake of the good order 
and well-being of the Church, to lead the devotions of 


1 Ifany of my readers have any doubt as to the correctness of the repre- 
sentation I have here given of the doctrine of our opponents, I would advise 
them to refer to a little treatise lately re-published at Oxford, written 
by “J. Scandret, Priest of the Church of England,” entitled, ‘** Sacrifice the 
divine service ;” in which the author tells us that ‘the true and proper sense” 
of “the word sacrifice,” is “ to signify and express among us the oblation of 
the Christian Church, which the priest makes at the altar, as the great work 
of his high office and place, to render God propitious to man.” (p. 43.) “So 
vain are some in their expressions of this kind, as to ascribe to prayer our com- 
munion with God, which one would think that every Christian should know 
to be had only by our partaking of the great Christian oblation.” (pp. 50, 51.) 
“ Does the Christian priest,” he asks, as of an absurd notion, “at the Chris- 
tian altar offer the great oblation, as personating the Christian congregation 2” 
(p. 57.) “ The sacrifice of the priesthood is prevalent, above all things in this 
world, to render God propitious to them.” (p. 63.) “ They [the Bishops and 
priests] wnite God to us, and us to God, by appearing between both with the 
sacrifice of peace.” (p.64.) “The pardon of sin is the work of God, and of 
Jesus Christ as our Priest and Sacrifice in the truth; and of his substitute 
priests under him, by making the appointed demand thereof, even by bringing 
into Giod’s presence the prevailing sacrifices of his Son in the commanded re- 
presentations thereof.” (pp. 126, 7.) “The offerings and remission of sin, 
which earthly priests do make and procure tous... As it [i. e. remission 
of sins] was to be had under the Law, by the Law sacrifices, so under the 
Gospel, by the new oblation of the New Testament.” (p. 194.) “ The great 


Christian sacrifice does take away sin, as the Jewish sacrifices did under the 
Law.” (p. 199.) 
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the people, and preside over their assemblies for public 
worship, and exhort them to their spiritual duties, is 
turned into a sacrificing priest, making an atonement for 
the sins of the people; and the offering up of the conse- 
erated elements by him to God, is a true propitiatory sa- 
erifice, by which, instrumentally, remission of sins is ob- 
tained for the Church. The Tractator has not even 
qualified his statements by the limitation which Harding 
himself admitted, in his controversy with Jewel, namely, 
by the words “where there is no stop nor let to the con- 
trary, on the behalf of the receiver.”! I will give him, 
however, the full credit of meaning what he says to be un- 
derstood with such a limitation ; and we will suppose, fur- 
ther, that it is not the mere sacrificing act performed by the 
priest, but the act, as accompanied by intercessory prayer ; 
(though I suspect that in this I am granting our oppo- 
nents more than they would ask for;) and what does it 
amount to? That the faithful obtain remission of their 
sins, mediately and instrumentally, through the sacrifice 
performed by the priest, aye, even ex opere operato. And 
hence it is that this part of the service is performed by 
some of those who have embraced these views in the true 
Romish style ; that is, as if the people bore no part in it. 
Now, in this doctrine is contained the very essence of 
the Romish corruption of the true faith on this point. 
For it is here broadly maintained that remission of sins is 
obtained for men, by a priest celebrating the eucharist ; 
nay, as we shall see presently, that the dead, whose sins 
committed after baptism, we are told elsewhere, remain 
uncancelled till the day of judgment, and may, till then, 
be visited upon them in the intermediate state, may, by 
a priest celebrating the eucharist, obtain an increase of 
joy and refreshment; amounting, in fact, to a remission 
of the punishment of sin. The consequence is, that the 
eucharist becomes a true propitiatory sacrifice, available 
even for those who do not partake of it; and men obtain 
remission of sins, not through their own faith and repent- 


® Jewel’s Answ. to Harding, Art. 20. Works, p. 437. 
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ance, and prayers, and conformity to the ordinances of 
Christ, but through the sacrifice commemorative of 
Christ’s sacrifice, made by a priest in the eucharist. 

If this is the case, then are the private masses of the 
Church of Rome both useful and laudable; while, never- 
theless, I beg to ask, with Bishop Jewel, where we can 
find “ any one sufficient sentence out of any old Catholic 
doctor or father, or out of any old General Council, or 
out of the Holy Scriptures of God, or any one example 
of the primitive Church, whereby it may clearly and 
plainly be proved that there was any private mass in the 
whole world at that time, for the space of six hundred 
years after Christ?”1_ And we further ask, with him, 
where we can find any such testimony for the proposition, 
“that it was then lawful for the priest to pronounce the 
words of consecration closely, and in silence to himself ;’”? 
which, though our opponents do not, perhaps, actually do, 
because they might, in the Church of England, be called 
to account for it, yet might be done upon their principles, 
(I leave others to ascertain whether it is not actually done 
sometimes, by the adoption of a manner which has the 
same effect,) or “that it was then thought a sound doctrine 
to teach the people that mass, ex opere operato, that is, even 
for that it is said and done, is able to remove any part of 
our sin.”’# 

For a full reply to these three propositions, and over- 
whelming evidence against them, both from Scripture 
and Fathers, I refer the reader to Bishop Jewel’s inva- 
luable “ Reply to Harding.’® 

Of these three propositions, we say with him ;—Of the 
first, that in rejecting it, “we rest upon the Scriptures of 
God, upon the authority of the ancient doctors and Coun- 


! Reply to Harding, Art. 1. Works, p. 1. 

2 Reply to Harding, Art. 16. Works, p. 402. 

° As Thomas Aquinas says, “ The oblation and consecration belong only to 
the priest [which is the view of our opponents] and therefore the words be 
spoken in silence, as nothing pertaining to the people.” P. 3. q. 183, as cited by 
Jewel, in reply to Harding, Art. 16. p. 407. 

* Reply to Harding. Art. 20. Works, p. 487. 

® See Art. 1,16 and 20, 
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cils, and upon the universal practice of the most famous 
cities and Churches of the world ;”! of the second, that it 
“hath been only received in the Church of Rome, and no 
where else, and that only for a time, and not from the 
beginning ; and therefore mere particular, and no way 
universal, and so not Catholic;” that it is “utterly void 
of any show, either of the Scriptures, or of the old Coun- 
cils, or antient Fathers, or of any manner antiquity ;” 
and is “against S. Ambrose, against 8. Augustine, against 
S. Chrysostom, against Leo, against his own Clemens, 
against the whole primitive Church, both Greek and 
Latin, and against the decrees and traditions of the 
Apostles ;”? and of the third, that “to ascribe felicity or 
remission of sin, which is the inward work of the Holy 
Ghost, unto ANY MANNER OUTWARD ACTION WHATSOEVER, 
is a superstitious, a gross, and a Jewish error.” 

Now, it is very possible that our opponents, like Hard- 
ing himself, will strenuously deny that this last proposition 
exhibits their view. When their view is made to stand 
forth in its naked deformity, they will, like Harding, beg 
the reader to turn away his eyes from it, until they have 
clothed it in garments which shall conceal its real shape ; 
and, in the art of thus clothing their doctrines, it must be 
admitted that they are adepts. “It is Christ only,” saith 
Harding, indignantly, “and none other thing, that is able 
to remove our sins; and that hath he done, by the sacri- 
fice of his body once done upon the cross.” What can 
be more orthodox? Again, “ Christ, in his flesh cruci- 
fied, is our only sacrifice, our only price, our only redemp- 
tion, whereby he hath merited to us upon the cross, and 
with the price of his blood hath bought the remission of 
our sins; and St. John saith, ‘he is the propitiation for 
our sins. ... And this, not for that it is offered of the 
priest in the mass specially ; but for that he offered it 
once himself, with shedding of his blood upon the cross, 
for the redemption of all. Which oblation, done upon 


1 Reply, Art. 1. p. 71. 2 Reply to Harding, Art. 16. p. 409, 
9 Ib, Art, 20, p. 442. 
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the cross, is become a perpetual and continual oblation ; 
not in the same manner of offering, but in the same virtue 
and power of the thing offered. For, since that time, the 
same body of Christ appearing always before the face of 
God in heaven, presenteth and exhibiteth itself for our 
reconciliation ; and likewise it is exhibited and offered by 
his own commandment, here in earth, in the mass, where 
he is both priest and sacrifice, offerer and oblation, verily 
and indeed, though in mystery, and by way of commemo- 
ration, that thereby we may be made partakers of the re- 
conciliation performed, applying the same unto us, (so far as 
in this behalf man may apply) through faith and devotion, 
no less than if we saw with our eyes presently his body 
hanging on the cross before us, and streams of blood is- 
suing forth. And so itis a@ sacrifice in very deed propi- 
tiatory, not for our act or work, but for his own work already 
done and accepted. To this only we must ascribe remis- 
sion and removing of our sins.” “If the term mass be 
taken for the act of the priest, in respect of any his only 
doing, it is not able to remove sin. For so we should make 
the priest God’s peer, and his act equal with the passion 
of Christ, as our adversaries do unjustly slander us. Yet 
hath the mass virtue and effect in some degree ; and is ac- 
ceptable to God, by reason of the oblation of the sacrifice, 
which, in the mass, is done by the offerer, without respect 
had to Christ’s institution, even for the faithful prayer 
and devotion of the party that offereth, which the School- 
doctors term ex opere operantis. For then the oblation 
seemeth to be most acceptable to God, when it is offered 
by some that is acceptable. Now the party that offereth 
is of two sorts. The one offereth immediately and per- 
sonally ; the other offereth mediately, or by mean of 
another and principally. The first is the priest that con- 
secrateth, offereth, and receiveth the sacrament, who so 
doth these things in his own person, yet by God’s autho- 
rity, as none other in so offering is concurrent with him. 
The party that offereth mediately or by mean of another 
and principally, is the Church militant, in whose person 
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the priest offereth, and whose minister he is in offer- 
ing. For this is the sacrifice of the whole Church. The 
first party that offereth, is not always acceptable to God, 
neither always pleaseth him; because oftentimes he is 
a sinner. The second party that offereth, is evermore 
acceptable to God, because the Church is always holy, 
beloved, and the only spouse of Christ. And in this 
respect, the mass is an acceptable service to God, ex opere 
operantis,—and is not without cause and reason called a 
sacrifice propitiatory ; not for that it deserveth mercy at 
God's hand, of itself, as Christ doth, who only is, in that 
principal and special sort, a sacrifice propitiatory ; but for 
that it moveth God to give mercy and remission of sin, 
already deserved by Christ. In this degree of a sacrifice 
propitiatory, we may put prayer, a contrite heart, alms, 
forgiving of our neighbour, &e.”4 

Now the only difference in this explanation, and that 
which our opponents could offer, is this, that Harding 
held the corporal presence of Christ in the sacrifice, while 
our opponents only admit a sacramental presence in it, 
(as, indeed, they confess that this is their only difference 
with the Romanists,) but the effect ascribed to the per- 
formance of the sacrifice by the priest is the same. Now of 
this effect only Jewel is here speaking; and of this effect 
so ascribed to it he says, that it is “a superstitious, a 
gross, and a Jewish error.” His was not a mind to be 
deceived by all these fine words of Harding. He looked 
to the latent tenet which was concealed under all these 
plausible and delusive phrases. 

It was held by the Romish Church, and it is held by 
our opponents, that by the sacrificial act of the priest in 
the eucharist, remission of sins is obtained (whether me- 
diately, or indirectly, or in whatever particular way they 
choose to say, I stay not to inquire) for the whole Church ; 
and such a notion was, in Jewel’s estimation, “a super- 
stitious, a gross, and a Jewish error.” 

But it will be said, Do you then deny that the service 
of the eucharist is, in any sense, propitiatory on behalf of 


1 See Jewel’s Reply to Hard. Art. 20. Works, pp. 4837—440. 
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the Church? To such a question I must reply more at 
length than by a direct affirmative or negative, for neither 
would convey any precise meaning. I deny altogether 
that the mere offering up of the consecrated elements as 
a sacrifice to God is a propitiation for the sins of the 
Church, (which is what our opponents maintain.) I 
deny, also, that the mere celebration of the eucharist is 
necessarily thus propitiatory, because it might be cele- 
brated without any intercessory prayers for the whole 
Church, and still be valid to the communicants. Its pro- 
pitiatory nature depends upon the prayers offered in it. 
And I am far from denying that the intercessory prayers 
offered upon such an occasion may have a propitiatory 
effect with God in behalf of those for whom they are 
offered. But it is very far from being a consequence of 
this that the celebration of the eucharist with intercessory 
prayers for the Church, and the remission of sins to the 
Church, are like cause (call it mediate, or instrumental, or 
what you will, but still cause) and effect, so that where 
one takes place the other follows as a necessary effect. 
The propitiatory effect to be expected in this case is of 
the same kind as that which may be expected from inter- 
cessory prayer generally. And hence to attach remission 
of sins for the Church as a necessary effect and conse- 
quent upon the celebration of the eucharist, (even though 
we substitute for the notion of the priest’s sacerdotal 
prayers the prayers of the whole body of communicants,) 
is most unwarrantable, and directly leading men to a 
neglect of this sacred ordinance in their own persons, 
when they suppose that remission of sins is obtained for 
them by the acts or prayers of others. This is necessarily, 
and is proved by experience to be, the practical effect. 
But for the exaltation of the priest this no doubt is a 
most important doctrine. And in the Church of Rome 
no other doctrine has been so useful for filling the coffers 
of the Church; and I fear that it would be far from un- 
charitable to suspect, with Bishop Morton, that the 
earnestness of their cry in favour of this their great 
Diana, is not a little attributable to the “ no small gain” 


FULLY REVEALED IN SCRIPTURE. 177 


unto the craftsmen, especially when we find them main- 
taining that it is “ not so available for many as if it be 
applied to one alone,” (a crafty expedient for an almost 
infinite multiplication of them,) and that “ when the priest 
taketh a stipend of Peter, with a condition that he shall, 
by his intention, apply the mass unto him for the good of 
his soul; and yet peradventure shall not intend it unto 
Peter's soul, but unto Paul’s, or to his own ; yet, notwith- 
standing his compact with Peter, the blessing of this 
sacrifice shall be extended according to the priest’s inten- 
tion.” “ This,” says Bishop Morton, “ might be thought 
to be no small happiness of their priesthood, (if yet in a 
perfidiousness or simony there could be any happiness,) 
wherein, by virtue of their sacrifice, the priest, even in 
doing an injury, is notwithstanding made capable of a 
double benefit, as namely, a stipend from man, and a 
blessing from God.” + 

This doctrine respecting the priest’s intention, I take it 
for granted that our opponents repudiate; and I will only 
add my regret that they should make such old friends as 
these two doctrines part company, and not rather have 
let them travel on together till they both met their just 
reward. 

But to return. In what way, then, it may be asked, 
are the benefits of this service to be obtained by indivi- 
duals? We reply, Simply and solely by their own act, 
when, coming to this holy service in faith and repentance, 
they receive the bread and wine as the symbols of the 
body and blood of Christ, in thankful remembrance of his 
death; and, in the sacrifices of prayer and praise, offer up 
spiritually upon the altar of their hearts the true body 
and blood of Christ, the true sacrifice of the cross, as an 
atonement for their sins, and the foundation of all their 
hopes. 

And here lies the great and most important point of 
distinction between our views and those of the Tractators. 


1 Cath. App. ii. 7. § 15. pp. 185, 6. 
VOL, II. N 
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They hold that it is by the sacrificial offering up of the 
consecrated bread and wine to God, in the office of the 
eucharist, that the priest obtains instrumentally remission 
of sins for the communicants and the whole Church. We 
hold that it is the personal service of each individual in 
the whole action of the eucharist, when, receiving the 
bread and wine as the memorials of Christ’s passion, he 
offers up spiritually, in his prayers and thanksgivings, 
the true sacrifice of the cross to the Father, that ob-. 
tains for that individual the blessings promised in the 
eucharist. 

In the very same part of Bishop Jewel’s works, from 
which our opponents have taken one of their extracts, 
that learned prelate thus speaks, clearly showing in what 
alone he considered the sacrifice in the eucharist to con- 
sist ;—“ The holy learned Fathers apply that word 
[i. e. unbloody] sometime to prayer and other devotion of 
the mind, and sometime to the ministration of the holy 
communion ..... In respect of these gross and fleshly 
and bloody sacrifices [i. e. of the Old Testament] our 
Christian sacrifices in the gospel, because they are mere 
spiritual, and proceed wholly from the heart, are called un- 
bloody . . . In like manner the ministration of the holy 
communion is sometimes of the ancient Fathers ealled an 
unbloody sacrifice, not in respect of any corporal or Steshly 
presence that 1s imagined to be there wirHouT BLOoop- 
SHEDDING, but for that it representeth UNTO OUR MINDS 
that one and everlasting sacrifice that Christ made in his 
body upon the cross . . . . This remembrance and oblation 
of praises, and rendering of thanks unto God for our re- 
demption in the blood of Christ, is called of the old Fathers 
an unbloody sacrifice . . . This kind of sacrifice, because it 
is mere spiritual, and groweth only from the mind, therefore 
it needeth not any material altar of stone or timber to be 
made upon... St. Augustine saith, ‘ Sacrificium Novi 
Testamenti est, quando altaria cordis nostri munda et 
pura in conspectu Divine Majestatis offerimus.’ ‘The 
sacrifice of the New Testament is when we offer up the 
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altars of our hearts pure and clean in the sight of the 
Divine Majesty.’ In these respects our prayers, our 
praises, our thanksgiving unto God for our salvation in 
the death of Christ, is called an unbloody sacrifice.” 

The people, then, are as much sacrificers as the priest, 
and should be taught to expect remission of sins, not 
from his sacrificing for them, but from their own sacrifice. 
Though the priest’s may be the hand and voice more par- 
ticularly engaged, the sacrifice must be made as much by 
them mentally, or they can expect no remission of sins 
through it. “It is,’ says Bishop Jewel, “no more the 
sacrifice of the priest than the sacrifice of any other of all 
the people.”? And “it is not the priest but God only it 
is that applieth unto each man the remission of his sins in 
the blood of Christ; not by means of the mass, but only 
by the mean of faith.”? 

To the same effect (as we have already seen)* speaks 
Perkins as quoted by Mede. 

And so still more plainly speaks another of our oppo- 
nents’ witnesses, and in their own extract, namely, Bishop 
Bilson,—“ Christ is offered daily but mystically, not 
covered with qualities and quantities of bread and wine, 
for those be neither mysteries nor resemblances to the 
death of Christ, but by the bread which is broken, by the 
wine which is drunk ; in substance, creatures; in signifi- 
cation, sacraments; the Lord’s death is figured and pro- 
posed to the communicants, and they, for their parts, No 
LESS PEOPLE THAN PRIESTS, do present Christ hanging on 
the cross to God the Father, with a lively faith, inward 
devotion, and humble prayer, as a most sufficient and ever- 
lasting sacrifice for the full remission of their sins, and as- 
sured fruition of his mercies. OTHER ACTUAL AND PROPI- 
TIATORY SACRIFICE THAN THIS THE Cuurcu oF Curist 
NEVER HAD, NEVER TAuGHT.”> And again; “ Neither they 


1 Reply to Harding, Art.17. Works, pp. 427, 8. 
2 Reply to Harding, Art. 18, Works, p. 483. 
3Ib. Art. 19, p. 436. 4 See p. 147 above. 
5 See extract given in Catena, in Tract 81, p. 67, or Butson, Of subjection 
and rebellion, p. 693. 
n 2 
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nor I ever denied the eucharist to be a sacrifice. The 
very name enforceth it to be the sacrifice of praise and 
thanksgiving, which is the true and lively sacrifice of the 
New Testament. The Lord’s table, in respect of his graces 
and mercies there proposed to us, is an heavenly banquet, 
which we must EAT AND NOT SACRIFICE; but the duties 
which he requireth at our hands, when we approach his 
table, are sacrifices not sacraments ; as namely, to offer him 
thanks and praises, faith and obedience, yea, our bodies and 
souls to be living holy and acceptable sacrifices unto him, 
which is our reasonable service.”! The former part of this 
extract is given in the Catena. The latter, beginning 
“The Lord’s table, &c.,” is not noticed. : 

Excepting, then, the value which may be attached to in- 
tercessory prayer, we maintain that the benefit accruing 
from the celebration of the eucharistic ordinance, is con- 
fined to those who faithfully partake of it. I say,excepting 
the value which may be attached to intercessory prayer, 
because we have reason to hope that the prayers offered by 
the faithful in that ordinance for the whole Church are ac- 
ceptable to God. God has promised to hear our interces- 
sions for others, and when in the eucharist we pray that 
spiritual blessings may be given to the whole Church for 
the sake of that sacrifice we are then commemorating, we 
may humbly hope that God will hear us, and in his own 
time and way answer our prayers. 

I have already endeavoured to show, under a former 
head, that for the first two centuries, at least, the testi- 
mony of the Fathers is opposed to the practice of offering 
up the elements at all after consecration; and therefore, 
though I admit that this practice may have prevailed at 
a subsequent period, it is unnecessary to add anything 
further to show that even patristical tradition fails our 
opponents in this matter. But the main point is not the 
mere question whether or not this practice prevailed, but 
with what doctrine it was associated; and I therefore 


* Burson, Of subjection and rebellion, p. 699. 
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think it important here to add, that in the case even of 
those Fathers of the earlier Church, who speak of the 
offering up of the elements after consecration as sacra- 
mentally the body and blood of Christ, this external offer- 
ing up was not intended by them to usurp the place of, or 
at all interfere with, the internal offering up of the sacrifice 
of the cross in the hearts of the worshippers, as forming the 
very essence of the sacrifice, and without which the other was 
worthless. And as the external offering was performed 
by the officiating minister, only as the hand and voice of 
the worshippers, so the latter was performed, and could 
only be performed, by the worshippers themselves, and 
alone rendered them acceptable worshippers, and gave 
any value to the service, as far as they were concerned, ex- 
clusive that is of that indefinite and general value which 
a service including intercessory prayer for the whole body 
of the faithful might be supposed to have. 

As Ireneus, speaking on this very subject, i.e. with refe- 
rence to the eucharist, says, “If any one shall have at- 
tempted to offer purely, and rightly, and lawfully, as far 
as respects outward appearance only, but in his heart is 
not at peace with his neighbour, nor has the fear of God, 
he does not deceive God by that sacrifice which is rightly 
offered as to externals, while he has sin in his heart, nor 
will such an oblation profit him anything.”? . . . “Sacri- 
fices do not sanctify aman, for God needs not sacrifice; 
but the conscience of him who offers, when pure, sanctifies 
the sacrifice.””? 

No words can more clearly show that the offering or 


1 Si enim quis, solummodo secundum quod videtur, munde, et recte, et legi- 
time offerre tentaverit, secundum autem suam animam non recte dividat eam 
que est ad proximum communionem, neque timorem habeat Dei, non per id 
quod recte foris oblatum est sacrificium seducit Deum, intus habens pecca- 
tum, nec oblatio talis proderit ei aliquid. Iren, adv. her. iv. 34. p. 325. ed. 
Grab. 

2 Non sacrificia sanctificant hominem, non enim indiget sacrificio Deus ; sed 
conscientia ejus qui offert sanctificat sacrificium pura existens. Ib. p. 326, 
ed. Grabe, 
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sacrifice is one which must be made by each individual, 
and that its acceptability depends upon the state of mind 
of the offerer. And the puerile and evasive mode of ex- 
plaining away this passage, by saying that the offering in 
the eucharist is always pure, because it is presented by 
the holy Catholic Church through the hands of the priest, is 
unworthy of any candid mind. In fact, it makes the ob- 
servation of Irenzeus useless and absurd, when applied, as he 
applies it, to the eucharist. And when Irenzus says after- 
wards that therefore the offering (munus) of the Church 
is an acceptable sacrifice, he is speaking (as the context 
shows) of the Christian Church, in opposition to the Jews, 
and contrasting the spiritual sacrifice offered in the former 
to the material sacrifice offered by the latter. 

But let us proceed to the Fathers of a somewhat later 
period, even when the elements may have been offered 
after consecration as a sacrifice to God. The doctrine 
maintained by these was in all essential points the same. 
I will endeavour to show this, by proving that notwith- 
standing any importance they may have attached to the 
post-consecration sacrifice of the elements, they evidently 
held, (1) That the sacrifice in the eucharist was the 
offering of all that were present alike, and of those only. 
(2) That the chief part of the sacrifice was that mental 
sacrifice of prayer and praise, which it is impossible 
for one man to offer for another. And hence, (3) That 
the people are as much the sacrificers as the priest, with 
the mere exception of the external act of ministration. 
(4) That the direct benefit to be derived from the cele- 
_ bration of the eucharist was to be expected only by the 
faithful communicants. 

To enter fully upon these points would occupy more 
space than can be spared here for the purpose, but I will 
give one or two extracts in proof of each. 

(1) The sacrifice of the eucharist was considered to be 
the offering of all that were present alike, and of those 
only. 

Thus Ambrose, or as the Benedictines would say, 
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Pseud-Ambrose, writing on 1 Cor. xi. 33,4, says, “The 
Apostle says that we are to wait one for another, that the 
offering of many may be celebrated at the same time ;”! 
where it is evident that the offering was regarded as the 
offering of those only who were present. And hence it 
was ordered by the Council of Eliberis, that no oblations 
should be received but from those who were about to 
communicate.” 

(2). The chief part of the sacrifice was considered to be 
that mental sacrifice of prayer and praise which it is im- 
possible for one man to offer for another. 

“ Behold,’ says Chrysostom, “ we have our victim 
above, our priest above, our sacrifice above. Therefore 
let us offer such sacrifices as can be presented upon that 
altar, no longer sheep and oxen, no longer blood and in- 
cense; all these things are abolished, and there is intro- 
duced in the place of these rational worship. But what 
is rational worship? That which is offered by the soul ; 
that which is offered by the spirit.” * Surely nothing can 
be plainer than this. 

Thus also Eusebius, after having said that Christ “di- 
rected us to offer continually to God a remembrance in- 
stead of a sacrifice,’* and that this remembrance of 
Christ’s sacrifice was to be celebrated at the table through 
symbols,’ immediately proceeds to remark that “the pro- 
phetic oracles proclaim these immaterial and mental 

1 Ad invicem exspectandum dicit, ut multorum oblatio simul celebretur. 
Comm. in 1 Ep. ad Cor. xi. 33,4. Op. Ampros. Tom. 2. App. col. 150. 
ed. Bened. 


2 Episcopos ab eo placuit qui non communicat munera accipere non de- 
bere. Concil. Elib. can. 28. 

3 “Opa yap uvw exouev To iepetov, avw Tov iepea, ayw Thy Ovoiay’ ovKoUY ToLavTas 
avapepwpey Ovoras Tas ev eke Suvapevas mporpeperOat Tw OvoLuoTNpL@’ OVKETL 
mpoBara kat Boas, ovKeTt Gina Ko KVICoaY’ MayTa TaVTA AEAUTUL, Ka avTEloe= 
VNVEKTAL VTL TOVTWY H AoVLKH Aarpea, Tt de coTW Hh AoYyiKN AaTpELas TH dia 
yuxns, Ta Sia mvevwaros. Curys. In Hebr. hom. xi. § 3. Tom. xii. pp. 114, 
115. ed. Ben. 

4 Mynuny Kou uw mwapadovs avri Ovotas Tw Ow Sinvexws mpoopepey. Husus. 
Demonstr. Evang. lib. i. c. ult. p. 38. ed. Col. 1688. 

5 Tovrov Onta Tov Oumaros Thy pynuny emt Tpamegns exter 51a cuuBodrwy, 
Ib, p. 39. 
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sacrifices, thus speaking of them; ‘ Sacrifice to God 
the sacrifices of praise, kc.’ And again, ‘ The lifting 
up of hands is the evening sacrifice.’ And again, ‘The 
sacrifice of God is a broken spirit”1 ..... God 
having rejected the Mosaic sacrifices proclaims by the 
prophetic voice that which is to be observed by us, 
saying, ‘From the rising of the sun to its setting, my 
name is glorified among the nations, and in every place 
incense is offered to my name, and a pure sacrifice.’ 
Therefore we sacrifice to the supreme God the sacrifice 
of praise; we sacrifice a divinely-inspired, and holy, and 
pious sacrifice ; we sacrifice in a new way, according to 
the New Testament, a pure sacrifice. But it is said that 
‘the sacrifice of God is a broken spirit; a broken and 
contrite heart God will not despise. * .... And, more- 
over, we offer up the prophetic incense, presenting to him 
in every place the sweetsmelling fruit of a virtuous reli- 
gion; offering it through our prayers to him. This also 
another prophet teaches, who said, ‘ Let my prayer be 
as incense in thy sight.’ Therefore we both sacrifice and 
offer incense; at one time celebrating the memory of the 
great sacrifice, according to the mysteries delivered by 
him, and offering to God the offering of thanksgiving 
(riv evxapiorcav) for our salvation, in pious hymns and 
prayers; at another, consecrating ourselves wholly to 
him.” 3 

No one, I suppose, can read this passage without ad- 
mitting that, according to its author, the immaterial and 
mental sacrifice in the eucharist was that in which the 
eucharistic sacrifice at least principally consisted. 4 

1 Tavras de makw Tas aowparous Kat voepas Ovotas Ta mpopnTike: KNPUTTEL 
Aoyla, wdenn TEptexXovTa, Ovcoy Tw Ow Ovoiuy aweoews, K.T.r. Ib. p. 39. 

? Qvopev SyTa Tovyapouy Tw em TayT@Y Ow Bvolay averews' Ovomev TO evOcor 
Kal TEuVvOV Kat tepomperes Ouse.  Ovomev Kouvws Kara Thv Kany Arabykny Thy 
Kabapay Ovotay. Ovowa de Tw Oew Teva cuvTeTpynmevov, K.T.A. Ib. p. 40. 

3 Oukouy Kat Ovopey kau Ovuimmer* TOTE wey THY KYNUNY TOV MeyaAOU BuMaros 
KaTa Ta Tpos avTov mapadobevTa MvoTypLa emLTEOUYTES, Kat THY UTEP TwTNpLAS 


< m > 
They evxapioTiay Ov evocBwv Suyvwv TE Kat EvXwY TW Oew TpocKomiCovTEs’ TOTE Se 
opas avTous dAwKabtepovytes avtw. Ib. p. 40. 


“ Many other passages might be adduced to the same effect. The reader will 
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And hence (3) the people were considered as much the 
sacrificers as the priest, with the mere exception of the 
external act of ministration. 

For this ‘we need nothing more than the testimony of 
Leo, who speaking of the propriety of having the eucharist 
celebrated more than once in the day on a great festival, 
if the communicants were so numerous that they were not 
all able to communicate at one and the same time, says, 
“ Some part of the people would necessarily be deprived 
of the opportunity of performing their devotions if, by 
preserving the custom of having one mass only, they 
alone who assembled together in the early part of the day 
should be able to offer the sacrifice.” 1 “ By which words,” 
says our opponents’ witness, Bishop Jewel, “Leo teacheth 
us plainly that the sacrifice is offered no less by the peo- 
ple than by the priest.”* And again; “ As this Council,” 
i. e. of Toledo, “saith, the priest offereth the sacrifice at 
the altar or holy table, even so Leo saith, every of the 
whole faithful people likewise offereth up the same sa- 
crifice. I say not any other, but the very self-same sa- 
crifice, and that in as ample manner as it is offered 
by the priest.” 3 : 

And thus in St. Mark’s Liturgy it is said, “ Receive, O 
God, ... . the eucharistical praises of those that offer 
sacrifices and oblations to thee.” + 

Observable also is the testimony of Chrysostom. “ More- 
over,” he says, “the prayer of thanksgiving in the eu- 
charist is common both to the people and the priest ; for 
the priest does not give thanks alone, but also all the 


find, for instance, the passage alluded to in a former page from Cyril Alex. in 
his answer to Julian (lib. x. pp. 343, 345, 350. Op. tom. vi. Aubert.) well 
worth referring to. 

1 Necesse est autem ut quedam pars populi sua devotione privetur, si, unius 
tantum misse more servato, sacrificium offerre non possit [possint], nisi qui 
prima diei parte conyenerint. Lon. Ep. ad. Dioscor. Ep. Alexandr. ep. 81. 
ed. Lugd. 1633. p. 150. 

2 Reply to Harding. Art. 13. Works, p. 360. 

3 Th. p. 366. 

4 See Brett’s Collection of Liturgies, p. 33. 
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people.”? The whole context is worth consulting on this 
matter. This expression, be it observed, is that which is 
used by Justin Martyr,’ to signify the mode in which the 
elements were blessed previous to their reception, and 
therefore this passage of Chrysostom shows that, even in 
this part of the service, the priest was only acting as the 
leader of the devotions of the people. 

(4) The direct benefit to be derived from the celebra- 
tion of the eucharist was to be expected only by the com- 
municants. 

“If,” saith Ambrose, “as often as the blood is poured 
out, itis poured out for the remission of sins, £ ought 
always to receive it, IN ORDER THAT my sins may always 
be remitted. I who constantly sin ought constantly to 
have the remedy.” $ 

“ In vain,” saith Chrysostom, complaining of the peo- 
ple’s non-attendance at the eucharist, “is the daily sa- 
crifice, in vain do we stand at the altar, there is no one 
who communicates.”* But it would have been far from 
being in vain, if thereby remission of sins was obtained for 
the Church. 

Moreover the antient practice of sending the conse- 
crated bread and wine to those that were absent, what- 
ever may be thought of it in other respects, strongly 
shows the feeling of the primitive Church in this matter ; 
which is also witnessed to by its strictness in expecting 
and requiring all who were competent to receive the eu- 
charist to communicate whenever it was administered. 

These are but a few of the testimonies that might be 
adduced to show the opposition of the Fathers to the views 


1 Ta Tas EVXAPLOTLAS TAAL KoLVa" OVdE "yup EKELVOS EvXapLOTEL bovos, GAAG Kat 
5Aaos Gras. Curys. In Ep. 2. ad Corinth. hom. 18. tom. x. p. 568. 

? See p. 163 above. 

® Si quotiescumque effunditur sanguis, in remissionem peccatorum funditur, 
debeo illum semper accipere, ut semper mihi peccata dimittantur. Qui semper 
pecco, semper debeo habere medicinam. Amsros. De Sacram. lib. iv. c. 6. 
tom. ii. col. 372. ed. Ben. 

* Euxn Ovota kaOnuepwn, een mopecrnkapev Ovotacrypw' ovdes 6 PETEX WD. 
Curys. In Eph. hom. iii. § 4. tom. xi. p. 23, ed. Ben. 
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of our opponents ; and however much their inaccurate and 
hyperbolical language may often perplex the inquirer, an 
impartial review of their sentiments as a whole would, I 
am convinced, satisfy him that the weight of patristical 
testimony is overwhelmingly against both the Romanists 
and our opponents ; and this, be it remembered, is all for 
which I contend in any point, as I make no pretensions 
to the support of “ everybody always everywhere.” 

The Fathers, as a body, while they speak (and justly) 
of the offering up of the real body and blood of Christ in 
the eucharist, and attribute the impetration of remission 
of sins to such a sacrifice alone, show at the same time 
their total dissent from the doctrine of transubstantiation, 
by speaking of the bread and wine as being still bread 
and wine after consecration; and while some of them 
perhaps maintain the propriety of an offering up of the 
bread and wine to God after consecration, as symbolically 
the body and blood of Christ, they show at the same time 
their dissent from the notion that the act of the priest in 
doing this is even instrumentally the procuring cause of any 
remission of sins, by speaking of the sacrifice as consist- 
ing principally in that mental offering of Christ’s sacrifice 
in the prayers and praises of the hearts of the worship- 
pers, which no one can offer for another. 

“As for the antient Fathers,” says Bishop Morton, 
“ who in their objected testimonies talked of Christ suf- 
fering being slain and dying in the eucharist, we Pro- 
testants subscribe to their judgments with a full faith, in 
acknowledgment that Christ’s death, the proper work of 
our propitiation, is the only object of our remembrance and 
faith.” + 

I would observe, then, upon this head, lastly, that it is 
strictly true, in a sense, that the real sacrifice of the cross, 
the true body and blood of Christ, are offered up in the 
eucharist, not by iteration, but in the prayers of the 
faithful. Nay more, remission of sins can only be ob- 


1 Of the Lord’s Supper, ed. 1652. bk. 6. c. 10. p. 479. 
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tained by the offering up of the true sacrifice of the cross. 
And how can this be offered up? Confessedly not in the 
external offering up of the consecrated bread and wine, 
unless we maintain the doctrine of transubstantiation. It 
is only, and can only be, offered spiritually in the prayers 
and thanksgivings of the faithful. And hence, again, it 
follows, that no remission of sins can be obtained by any 
external symbolical offering of consecrated bread and 
wine, or by any one individual for another.’ 


1 The importance of the subject treated of above has led me to enlarge upon 
it beyond what the limits of this work would strictly have permitted ; and it 
has been still impossible to do more than to discuss it in its principal features ; 
and to expose the inaccuracies, misrepresentations, and confusion of the Tract 
upon which I have commented, would require more space than they are 
worth. The Tractators appear to have hastily imbibed certain notions from 
the writings of Brett and Johnson, and one or two more of kindred views, 
and then, without even giving themselves time fully to understand the nature 
and consequences of the tenets to which they have thus pledged themselves, to 
have been led away by a partial similarity in /anguage in other writers to 
claim a host in their favour who are altogether opposed to them. Thus Mr. 
Keble regrets in our Liturgy the absence of “ the solemn offering of the ele- 
ments before consecration,” (Pref. to Hooker, p. Ixii.) which is not absent. And, 
moreover, the oblation which, according to their views, forms the eucharistic 
oblation, is that of the bread and wine after consecration. Let me commend to 
their notice the following statement of the doctrine they have undertaken to 
defend by one of the party from whom they appear to have derived it. “ Un- 
der the gospel, when the bishop or priest hath received the people’s offered 
materials for the Christian sacrifice, and has made a priestly oblation of them, 
they are then prepared to be made a sacrifice, and then the priest pronounceth 
the words of institution over them, and imitateth the actions of our blessed 
Lord, by which the priest’s power to consecrate by commission is shewed, and 
the sacred symbols become consecrated, as far as is in the power of man to 
do by commission; and then they are fit to be offered up to God by the 
priest in sacrifice for all the purposes of the institution ; and they are accord- 
ingly offered up in sacrifice to God the Father, as commemorative of and in 
union with the one great sacrifice once offered by Jesus Christ of himself upon 
the cross. And this is the proper oblation and sacrifice, which may be called 
the third oblation, for the other two are neither of them a sacrifice, [i.e. the 
oblation of the people in presenting the bread and wine, and the oblation of 
the priest in placing them on the altar;] but this third oblation is a sacrifice, 
and in the primitive Liturgies is so called at this period of the service, and not 
before ; and by the concomitant sacrificial prayer the priest begs of God the 
Father that he would please to do what none but he can do, to send down the 
Holy Ghost upon the offered sacrifice, that the sacred and now in part conse- 
crated symbols may, by his effectual operation, become verily and indeed the 
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4thly, It is maintained that, by this sacrifice so offered, 
an additional refreshment is obtained for the souls of the 
dead in the intermediate state. 

This is a question which more immediately concerns 
the point we have next to consider; to which, therefore, 


most precious body and blood of Christ to the receivers. Then the Holy 
Eucharist is fully consecrated, and energetical for aJ] the divine purposes of 
the institution ; so that now it is a full, perfect, and proper sacrifice of the 
body of Christ broken, and of his blood shed. All Christians, the whole 
Catholic Church, the whole communion of saints, are concerned in it, for 
thereby God the Father is propitiated for the whole mystical body of Christ, 
living and departed, as it is a sacrifice united to the one great sacrifice, of 
which all the legal sacrifices were but types.” ! 

There is one more point, however, to which I would here direct the reader’s 
notice, in order to show him to what such views lead. In the eucharist the 
minister confessedly is to follow the example of our Lord when he instituted 
it, and consequently, if the one offers a true propitiatory sacrifice to God in it, 
so did the other. But Scripture tells us that Christ was “ once offered,” and 
that “by his one offering he hath perfected, &c.” This, when pressed home, 
was an argument not easily to be evaded, and accordingly the great defender 
of the views of our opponents, Mr. Johnson, found himself compelled to take 
refuge in the assertion that our Lord’s sacrifice was made in the eucharist. 
“ Our Saviour,” he says, “ laid down his life when by a free act of his will 
he did give his body and blood to God in the eucharist.” (Unbloody Sacri- 
fice, part ii. p. 69.) And against the sacrifice of the cross it is pleaded (I quote 
from Dr. Waterland) that to suppose it “ is to render the sacrifice of Christ a 
bloody one indeed ; so bloody as that it cannot be reconciled to purity of any 
sort, till killing one’s self be esteemed a virtue.” (Unbl. Sacr. part ii. p. 70.) 
And thus speaks Dr. Brett, “ He could not offer himself a sacrifice in any 
other manner than by symbols or representations ; for had he in any manner 
put himself to death, he might have been too justly accused of self-murder.’’ 
(Brett’s Answ. to plain Acc. p.66.) I forbear offering any remark upon such 
statements, except to remind the reader that these are two of our opponents’ 
most favoured witnesses, and their works on the list of the Library of Anglo- 
Catholic divines. 'The reader who desires to enter further into the matter may 
consult Dr. Waterland’s Appendix to his “Christian Sacrifice explained” 
in the 8th vol. of his Works. He will do well also to consult his “ Sacra- 
mental part of the eucharist explained,” and “ Distinctions of Sacrifice,” in 
the same volume. He will there see also some just observations upon that ap- 
proximation to the doctrine of transubstantiation which some of our oppo- 
nents’ favourite witnesses had shortly before that time broached, and which 
I need not say have been revived by their admirers of the present day, but 
into which it would be beside our present subject to enter. 


’ Hon. A. Campbell’s “ Essay upon the Holy Eucharist,” in his Treatise 
on the Middle State, pp. 307, 8. Lond. 1721. fol. See, also, Brett’s Dissert. 
on the prim. Liturg. p. 121; and L’Estrange’s All. of Div. Off. p. 183, 
ed, 1690. 
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we refer the reader; and we shall there prove that the 
prayers for the dead, made by the antients, were (to use 
the language of Bishop Morton,) only “ thankful congra- 
tulations for their present joys, or else testimonies of their 
hope and desires of their future resurrection, and con- 
summation of their blessedness, both in their bodies and 
souls.” 

Such prayers were always made at the celebration of 
the Eucharist, and most properly ; for at what time could 
we more appropriately introduce such supplications, than 
on such an occasion ; and hence it was that the Eucharist 
came to be often celebrated in the primitive Church at 
the burial of the dead, when these prayers might be ¢on- 
sidered as having a peculiar reference to the person 
whose body had just been interred; and so in our own 
Church, in the time of Queen Elizabeth (a. 1560), a form 
for the “ celebratio coene Domini in Funebribus, si amici 
et vicini defuncti communicare velint,” was issued by royal 
authority.2 And hence the term “oblations for the 
dead,” frequently to be met with in Tertullian and Cy- 
prian, meaning celebrations of the Eucharist (which was 
called the oblation) with a particular reference to a person 
deceased, in which, probably, was offered a thanksgiving 
for the blessings vouchsafed him during life, and a prayer 
that he might attain a happy resurrection, and find mercy 
at the day of judgment, and be admitted to that perfect 
state of happiness which then awaits the just. 

There remains for our consideration one more doctrine 
for which it is said that we are indebted to tradition ; viz. 

That there is an intermediate state, in which the souls 
of the faithful are purified, and grow in grace; that they 
pray for us, and that our prayers benefit them; words, 
whose meaning is so elastic, that it is difficult precisely 
to know what the doctrine intended to be conveyed by 
them is, as they might be understood so as to include 
almost the whole Romish doctrine of Purgatory. 

As this is a matter of no little interest and importance, 


» Cath. App. ii. 8. § 2. p. 190. 
* Wilk. Concil. iv. 217. or Sparrow’s Collection of’ Articles, &c. 
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and there may be mistakes in both extremes respecting it, 
we shall devote a few pages to the consideration of it, 

In the first place, however, I must repeat the remark, 
that any teaching upon this subject, which depends upon 
patristical statements for its authority, is as uncertain and 
unauthoritative as are those statements. All which we re- 
ceive as certain on the point, is grounded upon the decla- 
rations of Scripture ; and however little Scripture may be 
supposed to have revealed respecting it, with that little 
we must rest satisfied, as all that can be certainly known 
respecting it; nor has our Church, as far as I am aware, 
laid down anything respecting it, which Scripture does 
not teach. It is a point, however, in which men may 
differ somewhat in opinion; and one may see more, and 
another less, in Scripture; and consequently the faith of 
men may vary in extent, inasmuch as Scripture has not 
spoken so clearly on this point, as on those that are more 
essential to us. There are, nevertheless, limits which 
Scripture will not allow us to pass in our. notions on this 
matter ; limits which the Romanists have grievously trans- 
gressed ; and therefore it is very necessary to define and 
limit the meaning of words used in common. The Ro- 
manists, when they speak of the doctrine of the interme- 
diate state, mean their tenet of purgatory; and it is to 
be feared that the doctrine which our opponents hold on 
this subject, is not sufficiently dissimilar; while, never- 
theless, the doctrine that there is an intermediate state in 
which the souls of the just are, between their death and 
resurrection, different from that in which they will be 
placed after the day of judgment, is, in my belief, clearly 
deducible from Scripture; and that, by long residence in 
such a state, such souls attain a higher degree of sanctifi- 
cation than they had upon entering it, seems to be a truth 
that necessarily flows from the acknowledged character of 
that state. Moreover, if the dead in Christ await the 
period of the resurrection and judgment to be put in pos- 
session of that heavenly inheritance in which they will 
again enjoy communion with the Father, then is there no 
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impropriety in the Church on earth praying that both the 
faithful on earth, and those in the intermediate state, may 
be hereafter put into the possession of that inheritance ; 
and this, in a sense, is praying for the dead ; and appears 
to be what some of the antients, who adopted that prac- 
tice, meant; but vastly different in meaning to the Romish 
notions on the subject. 

I will now endeavour to show that the doctrine of the 
intermediate state may be proved from Scripture. 

“ When the Son of man shall come in his glory,” 
saith our Lord, “ with all the holy angels, then shall he 
sit upon the throne of his glory. And before him shall 
be gathered all nations, and he shall separate them, &c. 
Then shall the King say unto them on his right hand, 
Come, ye blessed of my Father, inherit the kingdom pre- 
pared for you from the foundation of the world, &c.” (See 
Matt. xxv. 31, et seq.) Is it not apparent from this pas- 
sage that the righteous do not “ inherit the kingdom” 
until after this sentence at the day of judgment? It can- 
not surely be said that the righteous come from the pos- 
session of that kingdom to be placed at the bar only to 
be sent back to it ? 

And this is still more apparent from a passage of St. 
Peter, where, speaking of the promised inheritance of 
the saints, he calls it “ an inheritance .. . reserved in 
heaven for you who are kept by the power of God 
through faith unto salvation, ready to be revealed in the 
last time,” adding, “‘ Be sober and hope to the end, for 
the grace that is to be brought unto you at the revelation 
of Jesus Christ.” (1 Pet. i. 4, 5, 13.) 

Indeed, that the saints should be brought up to judg- 
ment after having been put in possession of the promised 
inheritance, or, which is equivalent, that they should be 
put in possession of that inheritance before judgment is 
passed upon them, seems to render the judgment nuga- 
tory and useless. And the notion of a particular judg- 
ment at the time of death, which some have entertained, 
has, as far as I am aware, no support in Scripture. On the 
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contrary, judgment is, I think, always connected with the 
final day of account. “ He that rejecteth me,” saith our 
Lord, “ and receiveth not my words, hath one that judg- 
eth him; the word that I have spoken, the same shall 
judge him in the last day.” (John xii. 48.) The notion of 
any other judgment than that which is to take place at 
the last day is a mere figment of the imagination. 

Moreover, the period of the resurrection and judgment 
is the period everywhere pointed out in the Scriptures as 
that to which our eyes should be directed as the day of 
reward. “ When thou makest a feast, call the poor, &e.; 
and thou shalt be blessed, for they cannot recompense 
thee; for thou shalt be recompensed at the resurrection of 
the just.” (Luke xiv. 13, 14.) “ Who will render to 
every man according to his deeds. To them who by 
patient continuance in well doing seek for glory and 
honour and immortality, eternal life. But unto them 
that are contentious . . . indignation, ke. In the day 
when God shall judge the secrets of men by Jesus Christ 
according to my gospel.” (Rom. ii. 6—16.) “ That the 
spirit may be saved in the day of the Lord Jesus.” (1 Cor. 
v. 5.) “To you who are troubled rest with us when the 
Lord Jesus shall be revealed from heaven with his mighty 
angels,” &ce. (See 2 Thess. i. 7, et seq.) “I have fought 
a good fight, I have finished my course, I have kept the 
faith: Henceforth there is laid up for me a crown of 
righteousness, which the Lord, the righteous judge, shall 
give me at that day: and not to me only, but unto all 
them also that love his appearing.” (2 Tim. iv. 7, 8.) 
“When the chief Shepherd shall appear, ye shall receive 
a crown of glory that fadeth not away.” (1 Pet. v. 4.) 
“The nations were angry, and thy wrath is come, and 
the time of the dead, that they should be judged, and 
thou shouldest give reward unto thy servants the prophets, 
and to the saints, and them that fear thy name,” &c. (Rev. 
K2sLSs) 

Now these passages, and many others of like import 


might be added to them, seem clearly to show that the 
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great promised reward is not to be expected by the ser- 
vants of Christ until the day of judgment after the resur- 
rection, and consequently that until that period they are 
in a different state to that in which they will be placed 
afterwards. 

That there is, however, a state of rest and peace into 
which the souls of believers are admitted at their death, 
is evident from our Lord’s parable of the rich man and 
Lazarus, where he tells us that Lazarus when he died 
was carried by the angels into Abraham’s bosom, (Luke 
xvi. 23,) which is evidently a metaphorical expression, 
signifying a state of rest and happiness, and is used by 
many of the Fathers to express the intermediate-state of 
the righteous, as indeed it was among the Jews in our 
Saviour’s time. There is also a passage in the Book of 
Revelation, which, while it seems clearly to show that 
the martyrs themselves await the period of the resurrec- 
tion for their full reward, also indicates that they are in 
a state of consciousness and of happiness. “ When he 
had opened the fifth seal,” it is said, “ I saw under the 
altar the souls of them that were slain for the word of 
God, and for the testimony which they held. And they 
cried with a loud voice, saying, How long, O Lord, holy 
and true, dost thou not judge and avenge our blood on 
them that dwell on the earth? And white robes were 
given unto every one of them; and it was said unto them, 
that they should rest yet for a little season, until their 
fellow servants also, and their brethren that should be 
killed as they were, should be fulfilled.” (Rev. vi. 9—11.) 
In this state, then, they are to remain until the end, 
when they and all their brethren are to receive their 
reward together. 

And the existence of this intermediate state of rest is 
further confirmed by our Lord’s promise to the dying pe- 
nitent thief, “ Verily I say unto thee, to-day shalt thou 
be with me in Paradise,” (Luke xxiii. 43,) the soul of 
Christ being about to descend to hades for the period 
between his death and resurrection. (Acts ii. 27, 31.) 

And in like manner the souls of the wicked, though in 
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a state of suffering, are not in that state in which they 
will be placed after the judgment, for they also await the 
decision of the great day of account to receive their full 
punishment, however much their present state may be, 
and no doubt is (like that of the righteous) an earnest 
of that which surely awaits them. For “ we must all 
appear before the judgment seat of Christ, that every one 
may receive the things done in the body, according to 
that he hath done, whether it be good or bad.” (2 Cor. 
v. 10.) “And God reserves the unjust unto the day of 
judgment to be punished.” (2 Pet. ii. 9.) See also 
Rom. ii. 6—16. 

And when the rich sinner died, he lifted up his eyes in 
hades, and was in torments, (Luke xvi. 23 ;) but after the 
final judgment the wicked will be cast into “ the lake of 
fire,” (tv Acprny rov wvpoc) (Rey. xx. 15,) that lake in 
which hades itself is to be swallowed up. (ver. 14.) 

And this word hades seems to be the name for the 
intermediate place of all departed spirits, for in the same 
place, though in a different division of it, was the soul of 
Lazarus in a state of rest and peace; and to the same 
place went the soul of our Saviour between his death and 
resurrection, (Acts ii. 27, 31 ;) and at the final judgment 
death and hades deliver up the dead that are in them, 
who are judged every man according to their works, 
(Rev. xx. 13;) and hence St. Paul, when contemplating 
the resurrection of the saints, says, “ O hades, where is thy 
victory?” (1 Cor. xv. 55.)1_ And of this place our Lord 


1 The word hell, sometimes used by our translators to express hades, is, in 
its proper signification (in which, perhaps, our translators also have used it 
in Acts ii. 27, 31, and Rey. xx. 13,) exactly expressive of the meaning given 
above to the word hades, though unfortunately it has become almost exclu- 
sively appropriated to a more limited sense. In its primary and original signi- 
fication, says Lord King, “ It imports no more than an invisible and hidden 
place, being derived from the old Saxon word hil, which signifies to hide, or 
from the participle thereof, hilled, that is to say, hidden or covered ; as in the 
western parts of England at this very day, to hele over any thing signifies, 
amongst the common people, to cover it . . . . From whence it appears that 
the word hell, according to its primitive notion, exactly answers to the Greek 
word Gdns, hades, which signifies the common mansion of all separated souls, 
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is said to have the keys, (Rev. i. 18,) doubtless with re- 
ference to that power by which, at the last day, he will 
call out of it the souls of the departed, to reunite them to 
their bodies, when death and hades shall deliver up the 
dead that are in them, (Rev. xx. 13;) and thus the gates 
of hades shall not prevail over his Church, (Matt. xvi. 183) 
for though for a time they shall detain it, yet at the 
period of the resurrection it shall be called thence by 
him who has the keys of those gates in his hands; and 
then it shall be said, “ O hades, where is thy victory?” 
If, then, these Scriptures show that there is such an 
intermediate state, in which the souls of the faithful 
remain ina holy and happy condition till the period of 
the resurrection and judgment, then their progressive 
sanctification in such a state seems a necessary conse- 
quence; and, moreover, a prayer that they and we may 
ultimately attain a happy resurrection, and find mercy at 
the day of judgment, is only a prayer for blessings for 
which we are taught to pray. The purification which 
such a state is caleulated to produce is no improbable 
mode of preparation to make us meet for and capable of 
the full enjoyment of the beatific vision of God in the state 
which will succeed the judgment. But the only purifi- 
cation, be it observed, of which we here speak, is that which 
necessarily results from a residence in such a state as that 
in which the Scriptures assure us the souls of the faithful 
departed are placed, namely, a state of rest, peace, and 
holiness, from which the wicked are excluded. And the 
only prayers of which we speak with commendation are 
such as the declarations of Scripture authorize. And the 
prayers of which we have here spoken were, as Arch- 


and was so called quasi 6 aiSns roros, because it is an wnseen place, removed 
from the sight and view of the living, according to which the translator of 
Treneus renders it by an invisible place (invisibilem locum, lib. v. ¢. 26.) ” 
King’s History of the Apostles’ Creed, ec. iv. pp. 191, 2, ed. 1719 ; where see 
more. In the older version of the Psalms, in the Book of Common Prayer, 
there is a very clear instance of its use in this sense. ‘ What man is he that 


liveth, and shall not see death: and shall he deliver his soul from the hand of 
hell?” (Ps, Ixxxix. 48.) 
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bishop Usher has shown, precisely those which were 
made in the antient Church in their commemorations for 
the dead. Having noticed some of these prayers, the 
Archbishop says,—‘“ In these, and other prayers of the 
like kind, we may desery evident footsteps of the primary 
intentions of the Church in her supplications for the 
dead; which was, that the whole man, not the soul sepa- 
rated only, might receive public remission of sins, and a 
solemn acquittal in the judgment of that great day, and 
so obtain both a full escape from all the consequences of 
sin,—the last enemy being now destroyed, and death swal- 
lowed up in victory,—and a perfect consummation of 
bliss and happiness.” And again,—‘“ The Church, 
in her commemorations and prayers, had relation... . 
unto those that led their lives in such a godly manner as 
gave pregnant hope unto the living that their souls were 
at rest with God ; and to such as these alone did it wish 
the accomplishment of that which remained of their redemp- 
tion ; to wit, their public justification and solemn acquittal 
at the last day, and their perfect consummation of bliss, 
both in body and soul, in the kingdom of heaven for ever 
after. Not that the event of these things was conceived 
to be any ways doubtful, for we have been told that 
things may be prayed for, the event whereof is known to 
be most certain, but because the commemoration thereof 
was thought to serve for special use, not only in regard 
of the manifestation of the affection of the living toward 
the dead, (he that prayed, as Dionysius noteth, desiring 
other men’s gifts as if they were his own graces,) but also 
in respect of the consolation and instruction which the 
living might receive thereby.”? And so Bishop Morton, 
speaking of these prayers, says,—“ What can all these 
prayers else signify, but thankful congratulations for their 
present joys, or else testimonies of their hope and desires of 
their future resurrection, and consummation of their bles- 


1 Answer to Jesuit, pp. 154, 5. 
- 2 Usher’s Answer to the Jesuit’s Challenge, p.178. See the whole of his 


observations on “ Prayer for the dead,” in pp. 133—91. 
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sedness, both in their bodies and souls.” (Catholic Appeal, 
Lae 2 alu) A 

And so far our Church seems to encourage the prac- 
tice, when, in her service for the burial of the dead, she 
teaches us to pray that God would “shortly accomplish 
the number of his elect, and hasten his kingdom, that we, 
with all those that are departed in the true faith of his holy 
name, may have our perfect consummation and bliss, both in 
body and soul, in his eternal and everlasting glory.” 
Here isaclear reference to that more perfect state of 
happiness in which the saints of God are to be placed 
after the union of body and soul, in the resurrection, and 
a prayer that that period may shortly arrive, and that 
we, with those who have departed out of this life, may 
then be put in possession of that happiness. But the 
prayers which went further than this in the first Prayer- 
book of Edward VI., were on the revision cancelled. 

But our opponents,—though certainly differing from the 
Romanists in this matter, yet nevertheless—are not con- 
tented to leave the matter thus, but will presume to know 
more than Scripture has revealed respecting the nature 
of that state, and assert that those in the intermediate 
state may be benefited, that is, may gain an increase of 
happiness, by our prayers, and that they: pray for us, lay- 
ing this down moreover as the doctrine of “ the Church,” 
and thus, as demanding our belief, rashly intruding into 
things not revealed. What is the authority upon which 
it is asserted that it is the doctrine of “the Church,” 
that the condition of souls in the intermediate state can 
be altered or benefited by our prayers, or that they pray 
for us? To put it even upon the consentient testimony 
of the Fathers, is out of the question, for, as we have seen, 
we have not their consent for an intermediate state at all. 
Nay, Archbishop Usher has shown that in the question, 
‘Whether the dead did receive any peculiar profit” by 


* I would here observe, that Bishop Morton is opposed even to what I have 


admitted above as to the doctrine of the intermediate state. See his Cath. 
App. ii. 8. § 5. p. 193. 
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the prayers made for them, there was “great difference 
among the doctors ;”! and that so late as the eighth cen- 
tury, even the lawfulness of offering oblations for the dead, 
was a question ;* and hence, the Archbishop reckons it 
“a private conceit entertained by divers, as well of the 
elder as of the middle times, in their devotions for the 
dead,” that “an augmentation of glory might thereby be 
procured for the saints ;” quoting, as an example of this 
opinion, the words of Ivo Carnotensis, “ It doth not seem 
idle if we make intercessions for those who already enjoy 
rest, that their rest may be increased ;”* where the notion, 
we may observe, though advocated, is not put forward 
with any confidence. 

Here, however, as in other cases, this “ private conceit” 
of divers antient doctors is solemnly laid down by our 
opponents as the doctrine of “the Church,” and to it 
they have added as part also of “ the Church’s” doc- 
trine, that the departed saints pray for us, for which they 
have even less to offer in the way of testimony than in the 
former case. And this is not the less remarkable from 
the fact that Archbishop Usher’s whole discussion of this 
subject, in his Answer to the Jesuit, has been reprinted 
in the 72d. of the “Tracts for the Times,” which shows 
that ‘these statements of our opponents have been made 
in the face of evidence placed before them, that there 
was no patristical consent for them; an inconsistency 
which, however surprising, is in such cases by no means 
uncommon. But it is both surprising and uncommon that 
it should be said, in the face of the Archbishop’s observa- 
tions given above, “That the prayers of the living benefit 
the dead in Christ, is, to say the least, not inconsistent, as 
UsHER sHows vs, with the primitive belief.’* Such an 
observation I would rather content myself with pointing 
out, than venturing to comment upon.’ 


} Answer to the Jesuit, pp. 186, &s. 2 Tb, p: 190. 

3 Ib. p. 168, 4 Tract 79, On Purgatory, p. 5. 

5 There is a painful want both of accuracy and of ingenuousness in the 
writings of our opponents. On this very subject, the observations of Dr. 
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Nor apparently is their doctrine, as to the nature of the 
intermediate state, so different to that of the Romanists 
as they would fain represent it to be. True, they blame 
the Romanists for making it a place of suffering, but they 
would have spoken more consistently if they had only 
blamed them for making it a place of so much suffering as 
they do, for it is but a question of degree with them, as 
the observations they have made in their Tract on Purga- 
tory (Tract 79) fully show. They there admit that they 
hold with the Romanists, “that the great majority die in 
God’s favour, yet more or less under the bond of their 
sins,” because “after baptism there is no plenary pardon 
of sins in this life to the sinner, however penitent; such 
as in baptism was once vouchsafed to him,” adding, “ If 
for sins committed after baptism we have not yet received 
a simple and unconditional absolution, surely penitents 
from this time up to the day of judgment, may be consi- 
dered in that double state of which the Romanists speak, 
their persons accepted, but certain sins uncancelled.” And 
they then quote the case of David (2 Sam. xii. 13, 14,) 
as ‘“‘a perspicuous instance of a penitent restored to God's 
favour at once, yet his sin afterwards visited,” from which, 
if the case has any pertinency to the point in question, 
we are of course left to conclude that the uncancelled 
sins of believers may be visited by punishments in the in- 
termediate state, and they may therefore well add, “ So 
far then we cannot be said materially to oppose the Ro- 


Pusey, in his Letter to the Bishop of Oxford, (pp. 186 &s.) are wanting in 
candour, because they do not point out any distinction in the nature of the 
prayers offered for the dead eawcept such as are “ connected with the modern 
doctrine of purgatory,” and then make use of Archbishop Usher’s name, as 
if he had taken the same view with the writers of the Tracts, for whom this 
Letter was written as a defence. Again,“ Both Romanist and ultra- Protestant,” 
he complains, ‘‘ dogmatize about the state of departed souls.” But what is 
the meaning of this complaint in a defender of the statements we haye quoted 
above? Is it correct also to say that “the ultra-protestant . . . . decides 
peremptorily that the departed saints are already in full possession of the joys 
of heayen,” when he must be perfectly aware of the freely conceded differ- 
ence of opinion on this subject among those whom he calls ultra-protestants ? 
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manists.” (pp. 6,7.) Doubtless they cannot. And out 
of these notions have arisen all the abuses to which the 
Romish Purgatory has given rise. 

Nor is this doctrine of praying for the dead, that 
their happiness may be increased, that is, that the limi- 
tation placed to their happiness, in consequence of their 
sins, may be removed, or, that the punishment of their 
sins may be remitted, one of small moment; because it 
tends to encourage the living to hope that if only they 
are such as will escape the place of torment, they may 
obtain an increase of happiness in the intermediate state, 
by the prayers of the Church after their death; which, 
not to say that it is a hope altogether without foundation, 
is not unlikely to have a very injurious effect upon the 
Christian walk and conversation. As Bishop Morton 
says,—“ We are justly stayed from performing any such 
kindness, which, instead of showing love unto the dead, 
might seduce the living with deceivable hopes of succour 
after their death.”? . 

To these “traditionary” doctrines Romanists add, 
among others, the doctrine of Christ’s descent into hell, 
and that of the validity of baptism performed by heretics. 

The latter we have already considered,*? and shown to 
have been a controverted point in the antient Church. 

Of the former, we say with Bishop Pearson, that when 
the Apostle, quoting Ps. xvi. 8—10, says that David 
there “spake of the resurrection of Christ, that his soul 
was not left in hell, neither his flesh did see corruption,” 
(Acts ii. 25, 26, 27, 30, 31,) “from this place the Article 
is clearly and 1nFALLIBLy deduced thus: If the soul of 
Christ were not left in hell at his resurrection, then his 
soul was in hell before his resurrection; but it was not 
there before his death ; therefore upon or after his death, 
and before his resurrection, the soul of Christ descended 
into hell.” And he proceeds to quote Augustine (Ep. 99. 
al. 164. § 3.) as referring to this passage asa clear and 
undeniable proof of the doctrine. (On the Creed. Art. 5.) 


1 Cath. App. i. 8. p. 194, 2 See vol. i. pp. 330, &s. 
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There remain to be considered the cases that relate to 
certain matters of fact, and points that do not immediately 
belong either to the doctrines or rites of Christianity ; 
namely, 

(1) The Canon of Scripture. 

(2) That Melchizedek’s feast is a type of the Eucha- 
rist. 

(3) That the Book of Canticles represents the union 
between Christ and his Church. 

(4) That Wisdom in the Book of Proverbs, refers to 
the Second Person of the Trinity. 

(5) The alleged perpetual virginity of the Mother of 
our Lord. 

To the first of these we have already devoted a previous 
chapter. The second and fourth we have also considered 
in a former chapter, and shown that, so far from our being 
indebted to tradition for any certain testimony respecting 
them, the Fathers themselves were not agreed on the sub- 
ject ;t which shows how easily men may deceive themselves 
in fancying consent of Fathers, where nevertheless it does 
notexist. As it respects the third, the sole question is, Has 
this book sufficient evidence for its being received ‘as part 
of the Canon of Scripture? If so, it refers to religion, 
and has a spiritual meaning; which is all we “ know with 
tolerable certainty about the matter,’ or need to know to 
show us what it is the allegory represents. 

One point remains, viz., the alleged perpetual virginity 
of the Mother of our Lord. 

It is with much unwillingness that I enter upon the 
discussion of this point, lest I should appear to any one 
to speak slightingly of one so highly honoured of God; 
and to whom, if upon earth, we should be disposed to pay 
higher reverence and respect, than to the most potent 
empress that ever sat upon an earthly throne. Far be it 
from us to speak with any degree of levity with respect 
to one so “highly favoured” of God, and whom “all 
generations shall call blessed.” 


! See vol. i. pp. 360—368. 
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But, let me ask, what possible meaning can they have 
who connect this matter with religion? What possible 
bearing can such a point have upon faith or piety? How, 
moreover, was it ascertained? Will our opponents ven- 
ture to assert that it was divinely revealed to the Apostles, 
and by them delivered to the Church? If not, who could 
know anything about it? for it is at least clear from Scrip- 
ture, that Joseph took her to wife, and that they lived 
together as in that relationship; though he “ knew her 
not ¢zll she had brought forth her firstborn Son ;” (Matt, 
i. 25 ;) which words, by the way, notwithstanding the cri- 
ticism which Basil proposes as a way of getting over 
the difficulty, are clearly rather favourable to the notion of 
union after that birth. But be that as it may, all that we 
protest against, and what we do earnestly protest against, 
is, the laying down such a point, as one that has any con- 
nexion with piety or religion in any way, when it has no 
more connexion with them than the colour of her dress. 
The blue hood with which she is generally depicted might as 
well be made an article of religious belief ; unless, indeed, 
the authority of the primitive Father, Clement of Alex- 
andria, shall prevail in favour of white, which he seems to 
think the only proper colour for Christians ;1 and so the 
blue (which, by the way, is one of those he particularly 
excepts against) be voted heretical. And this, forsooth, 
is one of the great recommendations of “ tradition,” that 
to it, as Mr. Newman reminds us, we are altogether in- 
debted for this doctrine! Whether “ tradition” has deli- 
vered it, we shall see presently. But wherein does the 
religion of it consist? Is it in the supposed honour thus 
done to the Mother of our Lord? I know not why the 
contrary supposition should be considered dishonourable 
to her, under the circumstances in which she was placed, 
as one living with Joseph as his wife. Or is it in the 
honour paid to certain Fathers, in our receiving whatever 
they deliver to us? If this is religion, we must add many 


1 See his Peedag. lib. ii. c, 10. pp. 234, 5, and lib, iii. c. 11. pp. 285, 6. ed. 
Potter. 
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more such notions to our articles of belief to be religious. 
Granting even that it is more honourable to the Mother 
of our Lord to suppose that she remained separate from 
her husband to the end of her life, what we inquire is, Of 
what moment is the knowledge of such a fact to us? No 
one, I suppose, will presume to say that it is a revealed 
fact; in which case I admit that the fact of its being re- 
vealed should be sufficient to prevent our asking such a 
question. But if it be not a revealed fact, then such a 
question may fairly be asked. Nor is it a matter of little 
moment that such points should be imposed upon Chris- 
tians, as matters which they ought to believe; and of suf- 
ficient importance even to recommend “tradition”: to us 
as being the only medium by which such truths can be 
made known to us. They are asnare and a burthen to 
the conscience, which men have no right to impose under 
the sacred name of “ the Church ;” when they are in fact, 
or at least can only be traced to, the mere private fancies 
of individuals. Any one who will cast his eye over Gen- 
nadius’s list of the doctrines of “the Church,” will at 
once see how this name has been abused. 

Nay more; how stand the testimonies of the Fathers 
on this point? The only Father that can be quoted on 
the subject, for the first two centuries and a half, is Ter- 
tullian; and he, instead of defending the doctrine, uses 
words which confessedly show that he believed the con- 
trary. And what reply does Jerome give to Helvidius, 
when quoting Tertullian in favour of this opinion? This 
only ;—“ That he did not belong to the Churech.”? But 
this is evidently no reply ; because the errors that Tertul- 
lian had embraced, would have induced him to favour the 
doctrine of her perpetual virginity, if he had conceived 
himself to have had any ground for it. If there had been 
such a tradition, as Bishop Stillingfleet says, “one would 


1 Christum quidem Virgo enixa est, semel nwptwra post partum. De Mo- 
nogam. c. 8. p. 529. See also De vel. virg. c. 6. et De carne Christi. c, 23. 

? De Tertulliano quidem nihil amplius dico quam Ecclesie hominem non 
fuisso, Adv. Helvid. § 17. Tom. 2. col. 225. 
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think that one so near the Apostles as Tertullian was, 
might easily have learned such a tradition; and so great 
a friend to virginity as he was, while a Montanist, should 
not have been apt to believe the contrary.”! It is clear, 
then, that at that time there was at least no general agree- 
ment in favour of the point. 

Origen, I admit, speaks as if he thought it probable, and 
more honourable to the Mother of our Lord than the con- 
trary supposition ; but not as if it was any part of religion. 
“Tr,” he says, “there was no son of Mary, according to 
those who think soundly respecting her, but Jesus; and 
Jesus says, ke. . .”? 

This again shows that there was no consent in the 
Church at that time in favour of the opinion; though 
Origen, of course, thought that they took the right view 
who. agreed with him. And this follows, also, from 
another passage, where Origen, having stated that some 
supposed that “the brethren” of Jesus were the children 
of Joseph, by a former wife, says,—‘‘ They who say this, 
are desirous of preserving the dignity of Mary in perpetual 
ywirgimitys. $7205. and I think it is reasonable that of 
men, Jesus should be the first-fruits of the pureness of 
chastity, and of women, Mary.’? 

And again, when meeting the strange notion that some 
had maintained, that Jesus denied Mary because of her 
having married Joseph after his birth, (which shows, at 
least, their view of the matter,) all that he ventures to 
affirm is, “ Moreover they have no proof of what they 
assert, that she married after his birth ;” 4 though, by the 
good Father’s leave, it is plain enough from Scripture that 


1 Rational Account, &c. Pt. 1. c. 6. p. 165. ed. 1665. 

2 Ex yap ovdets vios Mapas, kata Tous tyiws mept avtns Sokafovras, n Inaous, 
gnot de Inoovs tn pytept, K.T.A. Ontc. Tom.i. In Joh. § 6. vol. iv. p. 6. 

3 O1 de TavTae Acyorres, TO akiwua THs Mapas ev mapOevia TnpeEty MeXpL TEAOUS 
Bovaovrat .. + + KL olmat Ao'yoy EXE, avOpwv ev KaDapoTNTOS THS EV aryvELa, 
amapxny yeyovevat Tov Incouy, yuvaixwy de Thy Mapiop. Orig. Tom. x. In 
Matt. § 17. vol. iii. p. 463. 

4 Porro quod asserunt eam nupsisse post partum unde approbent non 
habent. Oric. In Luc, hom, 7, vol. ili. p. 940. 
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Joseph and Mary lived together, as far as external ap- 
pearances went, as man and wife; and possibly it might 
have been better for all parties if they had been contented 
there to leave it, without indulging an idle and imper- 
tinent curiosity about a matter which no way concerned 
them. And, to my mind, this appears to have been the 
feeling of Basil himself. For, commenting on the text, 
“ He knew her not till she had brought forth her first-born 
son,” he says that this affords a ground for supposing 
that after the birth of Christ she did not remain a virgin, 
and adds, “ But we, ALTHOUGH IT DOES NOT AT ALL OFFEND 
AGAINST THE DOCTRINE OF PIETY, (for the virginity was 
necessary until her ministry in the fulfilment of thé dis- 
pensation was performed, but what happened afterwards is 
not to be curiously inquired into, as if it had anything to 
do with the doctrine of the mystery,) yet, nevertheless, be- 
cause the ears of the lovers of Christ do not like to enter. 
tain the idea that she who brought forth him who was 
God ever ceased to be a virgin, we think these testi- 
monies sufficient.”? He then proceeds to remark that 
the word until (éwc) does not always denote a definite 
time, that is, limit what is spoken of to a certain time, * 
quoting in proof Matt. xxvii. 20. “ Behold I am with 
you alway, even until the end of the world ;” and also to 
refer to the tradition that Zacharias was killed by the 
Jews because he placed the Virgin Mary among the vir- 
gins in the temple after the birth of our Lord, which, 
however, as the Benedictine editors themselves admit, 
does not show that she always remained a virgin, and 


1 Touro de dn dmovoray mapexet, STL meta TO KaVapws tanpernoacba TH ‘yev- 
ynoet Tov Kupiov 77 emiteAco0eton Sia Tov Tyevwartos tov you, Ta vevouiomeva 
Tou ‘yoplov epya pn amapyycomerns THs Mapas jes Se, ec Kat pndev Tw THs 
evoeBeras MapadumaweTat oye, (MEXpL Yap TS KaTa THY oLKOVoMLaY Saypeotas 
avaryKuia h mapbevia, To de epetns amoduTparymoyntoy Tw AoyYw TOU vornptov, ) 
duws dia TO yn KaradexecOa TwY piroxpioTwy THY akony, dTL TOTE EemavoaTo 
elvan TapOevos 7 OeoToKos, ekewas ‘yyouuela Tas apTupias avTapKes. BASIL. 
Homil. in sanct. Christi generat. § 5. Op. ed. Ben. tom. ii. pp. 599, 600. 

? Epiphanius gives a different explanation of these words. See Ady. her. 
in her, 78, Antidic. § 20. tom. i. p. 1051. 
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which Origen himself does not quote as of any authority. 
But the words with which Basil himself commences 
the subject (as quoted above) seem to indicate that he did 
not himself think his testimonies sufficient strictly to 
prove it. They at least show that he believed religion 
or piety to have nothing to do with the subject; and 
that he knew nothing of its being the tradition of the 
Church; and hence the reader will not be surprised to 
learn that his Homily has been thrown by the Benedic- 
tine Editors, without any good reason, into their Ap- 
pendix as spurious, with a “ caute legendum” in the 
margin. 

Further; they who tell us that weare indebted altogether 
to tradition for this doctrine, if it may so be called, should 
remember that its earliest known defenders prove it, or ra- 
ther attempt to prove it, from Scripture, and pretend not 
to any definite successional delivery of it from the Apo- 
stolical age. Such, for instance, is the case with Epipha- 
nius,? who derives almost all his arguments on the subject 
from Scripture, and who, vehement as he is in some parts 
against the admission of the contrary supposition as dis- 
honourable to the parties concerned, has evidently no 
notion of its being a matter affecting religion or piety, 
but was principally anxious that the contrary supposition 
should not be laid down as a point of belief. For thus he 
speaks,—“ Of what use is it to us,” saith he, “to inquire 
concerning it, even if she was united to Joseph, which we 
must not think? And which is preferable, to commit 
matters to God, or to force upon ourselves the worst? 
That it is not written that if we do not believe that Mary 
was afterwards united to Joseph, we shall not have eternal 
life, but come into judgment, is manifest . . . But men 
pass by necessary things, those that concern the truth of the 
faith, those that are connected with the glory of God, and 


1 This story is given by Origen as a tradition which had come to his ears, 
(venit ad nos quedam traditio talis,) but he does not quote it as of any autho- 
rity. (Comment. Series in Matth. n. 25. Op. tom. iii. p. 845, 6.) 

2 Ady. her., her. 78. Antidicomarian. Tom. i. pp. 1033—57. 
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heap to themselves things that tena to their hurt, from 
wherever they can find them. Alas! that it should be 
thought of, particularly when the Scripture does not speak 
of it. For if the Scripture had mentioned it we should 
have embraced the truth without hesitation. For marriage 
is not impure, the bed is not polluted ; for is not ‘the bed 
undefiled?” [Heb. xiii. 4.]”? 

This is very different from laying down the doctrine in 
question as one that has been handed down by “ tradi- 
tion,” and that concerns religion, and ought to be believed. 
And from this passage of Epiphanius we may see that the 
great object in view with those who wrote on this ques- 
tion was to protest against the opposite doctrine being 
laid down as one that ought to be held; and this per- 
haps was the reason why such hard names as heretic, 
&e. should be applied to Helvidius and the Antidicoma- 
rianite as they were called, viz. that they laid down their 
view of the matter as a doctrine of Scripture, and one that 
ought to be held, when in fact the point was not deter- 
mined by adequate authority on either side; though after 
the controversy had arisen, and the majority of great 
names were enlisted in favour of the perpetual virginity, 
as that which was conceived to be most honourable to 
the mother of our Lord, then the name heretic began to 
be freely applied to those who did not positively main- 
tain that doctrine.* 

1 Ti de wheanoey Tuas, es Kar cvvnpOn, omep wn ‘yevoiro, Tept Tov Gyre 3 
mrotov de maddAov aipetwrepoy, To Tapadovva Ta mpaymara Oew, n PiaferOor Huw 
To XElpova ; “OTL Mey ovk eypadn july, dT. cay pn misTEvT@pEY, OTL ovyvnpen 
mad 7 Mapia, ovk exoney Swny atwvioy, adAa ets Kpiua epxoueba, Onrov .... 
Evacay de of avOpwror Ta avaryKuia, Tu wept moTEws aAnOetas, Ta ev Soko- 
Aoyia Oeov, kat bev Se av edpwow EavtTois mpooropifovra mpos BAaBnv’ pev Kat 
SiavoecOu, wartora THs ypapns wn Aeyovons. Ev pev yap eheyey 7 Ypaons 
amedidoauev ay THY aANPeLay Kat ovdey Stevoovmeba un yap 6 yawos aceuvos* un 
BeBnaos 7 KorTn* [en ovk eoTLy f KoLTH apuaytos; [Heb. xiii. 4.] Ady. her. 78. 
Antidic. §§ 15,16. Tom.i. p. 1047. 

° Before we pass from the testimony of Epiphanius, I would direct the at- 
tention of the reader to a remarkable passage in this part of his book (as 
connected with the controversy with the Romanists) against a sect small at 


that time, that offered sacrifice to the Virgin, and paid her divine honours, 
“ Inthem,” says Epiphanius, “is that fulfilled, Some shall depart from sound 
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Moreover, that Jerome’s belief of this doctrine was 
founded not upon tradition but upon Scripture is evi- 
dent, for in the beginning of his Treatise against Hel- 
vidius, he says, “The very words of the Scriptures are to 
be adduced; he must be refuted by the very testimonies 
he has used against us.” And towards the end he says, 
“But as we do not deny these things which are written, 
so we reject those things which are not written. We be- 
lieve that God was born of a Virgin, because we read it ; 
that Mary married after the birth, we believe not, because 
we read it not.’® } 

If, then, according to the Romanists and our opponents, 
this doctrine relies only on “ tradition,’ we reply with 
Jerome, We believe it not, i.e. do not make it a point to 
be believed, because we read it not. 

And here it is worth observing how the ground for be- 
lief in this doctrine has been shifted. The Fathers who 
defend it, place it upon the testimony of Scripture, and 
arguments drawn from the proprieties of the case. Our 
opponents, with the Romanists, seeing that nothing of 
the kind can be proved from Scripture, fall back upon 
“ tradition,’ and quote the testimony of these very Fathers 


doctrine, giving heed to fables and doctrines of devils ; [1 Tim. iv. ].] for they 
shall be, saith he, [i. e. doubtless the Apostle] worshippers of the dead, as 
they [i. e. the dead] were worshipped by the Israelites; and the glory that 
resulted to God from the saints in their time hath become to others who see 
not the truth an occasion of error,” (mAnpovtat yap Kat emt ToUTOLS TO, uTooTn- 
COVTUL TIVES THS Vylovs SiacTKaALAS, TpogEeXOVTES MvOoIs Kat SidacKaALaLs Saspo- 
Vio’ ETOVTUL Yap, PNTL, VeKpoLs AaTpEvoyTES, WS Kat EV Tw IopundA eoeBacOnoay. 
Kal) Tey ayy Kara Katpoy e1s Ocov Soka adrAois yeyove ToLs uN dpwor THY AAn- 
Oeray eis tAayyv.) Epiphan. ib. § 23. p. 1055. Iam quite aware of the nice 
distinctions drawn by the Romanists on this subject, and how they defend 
themselves, but this is not the place to discuss them. I shall only say, Let 
those who like be deceived by them, 

1 [psa Scripturarum yerba ponenda sunt; ipsis quibus adversum nos usus 
est testimoniis revincatur. Huron, adv. Helvid. § 2. tom. ii. col. 206. See 
also GennaD. De vir. illustr. c. 32, 

2 Sed ut hec que scripta sunt non negamus, ita ea que non sunt scripta 
renuimus. Natum Deum esse de Virgine credimus, quia legimus ; Mariam 
nupsisse post partum non credimus, quia non legimus. Ip. ib. § 19. col: 
226, 227. 

VOL, Il. P 
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who appeal to Scripture for the proof of it, as evidence of its 
being a doctrine established by an uninterrupted tradition 
of the Church! 

Mr. Newman tells us that several of our divines have 
held the doctrine. Perhaps so; but there are others who 
have not, as, for instance, Bishop Stillingfleet, as we have 
just seen. I believe it to be a point in which many, feel- 
ing its utter insignificance, have been disposed rather at 
once to acquiesce than search out the evidence for it, and 
make it a matter of discussion. Besides, it must stand 
upon the evidence that can be brought for it, and not 
upon names. Our learned Bishop Taylor tells us that 
“the universal practice and doctrine of the Church of God 
in all ages and in all Churches primitive, is infinitely 
evident and notorious,” for “the observation of the Lord’s 
day solemnly once a year, i. e. the feast of Easter.” 1 Are 
we consequently obliged to believe this, contrary to the 
evidence we have of the learned prelate’s mistake as to 
the day on which the feast was observed ? 

We shall perhaps be told that Councils have deter- 
mined this point. I reply that this is the very best proof 
that could be given, though far from being the only one, 
that Councils have not always determined things by the 
consentient testimony of preceding ages, but according to 
their private views, or the views of the majority of the 
age in the matter. And whatever weight it may be ex- 
pedient and right to give to a Council in a point affect- 
ing the rites and ceremonies of the Church, the utmost 
that can be demanded for it in any point of belief not in 
Scripture is silence. It has no power to require belief 
in its dicta, except such as are founded upon direct Scrip- 
ture authority, especially in a matter in which those who 
lived at an earlier period were evidently divided in opi- 
nion. 

True it is, as we have admitted, that the name heretic 
has been applied by some of the Fathers, as Epiphanius 


1 See the quotation from him in Keble’sSerm. App. p. 70. 
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and Augustine,’ to those who held the opposite of the 
doctrine in question. 

But are we, therefore, bound to rank all such as _ here- 
tics, or to make this doctrine an article of faith or reli- 
gion? On the same ground, then, we must go a step 
further, and maintain as a matter of religious belief that 
even the birth of our Saviour left Mary as much a vir- 
gin in structure as before, for Augustine expressly speaks 
of this as a point of Catholic belief,? and ranks Jovinian 
among the heretics for denying it. And there can be 
no doubt that, strictly speaking, this is a necessary part of 
the doctrine of her perpetual virginity,* though not per- 
haps always included in it by those who profess to sup- 
port it. 

And this point affords us so curious and useful an 
example of the way in which such matters gradually ad- 
vanced, until at last, being vouched for by some men of 
great name as part of the creed of “ the Church,” they took 
their place as important dogmas, which it was heresy to 
call in question, that we will endeavour briefly to trace 


its progress. 
The testimony of Tertullian’ is, as before, clearly opposed 


1 See Epiphan. as already quoted, and August. adv. her. her. 84. Helvid. 
Op. tom. viii. col. 24. The work “ De eccles. dogmatibus,” sometimes quoted 
on this subject, is not his, but probably, as the Benedictines think, Gennadius’s, 

2 Maria virgo ante conceptum, virgo post partum . . . . Cur qui potuit per 
clausa ostia magnus intrare non potuit etiam per incorrupta membra parvus 
exire? Sed neque hoc neque illud volunt credere increduli. Ideo potius fides 
utrumque credit ...., Si fides Deum natum credit in carne, Deo non 
dubitat utrumque possibile; ut et corpus majoris etatis non reserato aditu 
domus intus positis presentaret, et sponsus infans de thalamo suo, hoc est 
utero virginali, illesa matris virginitate procederet. Serm. 191. In Nat. Dom. 
8. tom. v. col. 894. See also Serm. 186, ib. col. 884. 

5 Virginitatem Marie destruebat, dicens eam pariendo fuisse corruptam. 
Lib. de heres. c. 82. tom, viii. col. 24. And see De Nupt. et Concup. lib. 
ii. c, 5. tom. x. col. 308, 9; and Cont. Julian. Pelag. lib. i. c. 2. tom. x. 
col. 499. : 

4 Ut aetrapbevos et esset et diceretur, necesse fuit virgo ut conciperet, virgo 
ut pareret, virgo ut semper permaneret. Montacut. Apparat. 9. § 59. 

* Virgo quantum a yiro, non virgo quantum a partu . , . si virgo concepit, 
in partu suo nupsit, ipsa patefacti corporis lege... Quis proprie vulvam 
adaperuit quam qui clausam patefecit ? ceterum [ceteris?] omnibus nuptie 
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to the notion. His words are too clear to be explained 
away. 

Next, comes Clement of Alexandria, who tells us that 
“< most (ot roddor) even to that time, as it appeared, thought 
that Mary was a woman such as women are after child- 
bearing on account of the birth of her son, though she 
was not such; for some said that, being inspected by a 
midwife after she had brought forth, she was found a 
virgin.”1 Itis said by Petavius that this is derived from 
a story given in the apocryphal book called the Protevan- 
gelium of James, and he regrets that Clement should have 
given it any countenance.? If it was so, it is not. merely 
an apocryphal dream, but altogether a mistake in Clement, 
for the story in the apocryphal book mentioned is merely 
that the midwife called in by Joseph at her delivery 
found her a virgin before the birth. 

From this passage of Clement, then, it clearly appears 
that the notion then prevalent on the subject was entirely 
opposed to the doctrine in question. 

Proceed we to Origen. From his words which we 
have placed in a note below,‘ it is clear that he had not 
embraced the doctrine in question. 


Nay, we may come down so low as the time of Epipha- 


patefaciunt. Itaque magis patefacta est quia magis erat clausa. .. Et quid 
ultra de hoc retractandum est, cum hac ratione Apostolus non ex virgine sed 
ex muliere editum filium Dei pronuntiavit : agnovit adaperte vulve nuptialem 
passionem. De carne Christi, c. 23. p. 324. See also the same treatise, ec. 4 
and 20, and Adv. Mare. lib. iii. ce, 11. lib. iv. c. 21. and lib. 5. ¢. 19. 

1 AAD’, ds colkey, TOIS TOAAOLS Kat MeXpL vuV Boxe |) Mapiap AcXw ewan dia Try 
Tov MudioV YEVNTLY, OVK OVTU AEXW KO Yap META TO TEKEW aYTNY palwOecar, 
pact tives mapbevoy eipeOnvas. Strom. lib, vii. pp. 889, 890. ed. Potter. 

2 Petay. De incarm. |. 14. ¢. 6. § 1. 

3 See Protevangel. Jacobi, §§ 19, 20. in Fabricii Cod. Apocr. N. T. vol. i. 
vp. 107 &s. 

4 Quemcunque de utero effusum marem dixeris, non sic aperit yulyam 
matris sue ut Dominus Jesus: quia omnium mulierum non partus infantis sed 
viri coitus vulvam reserat. Matris vero Domini eo tempore vulva reserata 
est, quo et partus editus, quia sanctum uterum et omni dignatione venerationis 
venerandum ante nativitatem Christi masculus omnino non tetigit. Onic. 
In Lue. hom, 14, Op. Vol. iii. p. 948. 
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nius, and find that it was not yet made a doctrine of the 
Church, for Epiphanius is against it. 

But proceeding a little lower, we all at once find the 
denial of it manufactured into a heresy, and hear Am- 
brose? and Augustine ® positively pronouncing it a part of 
the faith of the Church, and denouncing those who did 
not receive it as heretics, for this was the principal charge 
against Jovinian and his followers. 

But here, as in the former case, the attempt is made to 
defend the doctrine by Scripture, and by arguments the 
feebleness of which is evidently acknowledged by those 
who tell us that it is only from “ tradition” that we can 
obtain it. 

In the next century, however, it is fully installed by 
Gennadius among “ the doctrines of the Church,” and 
as one about which not a doubt is to be admitted, and 
which it is “ blasphemy” to call in question.* 


'! Outros eorwy adndws avovrywy untpayv pntpos. Tlayres yap doo eyevynOnoay 
TPWTOTOKOL, iva Kal GEMYOTEPOY ELTMpEV, OVK NdvYNOncaY TovTO TANpOVY, GAN 7 
Movos 6 Movoyeyns wnTpay wapHevoy avottus, EV TOUTW Yap OVW TETEAELWT AL, Kot EV 
adAwovden, Ady. her. her. 78. Antidic. § 19. tom.i. p. 1051. Others have 
quoted Ambrose, Jerome, Athanasius, Basil, and others, as having taken the 
same view, from their having spoken of Christ as having opened his mother’s 
womb, according to Luke ii. 23, but though we may possibly regard the pas- 
sage in Luke in that light, it is very possible that these Fathers might (accord- 
ing to the explanation given by Thomas Aquinas, Summ. Theol. P. 3. q. 28, 
a. 2.) only use the words with reference to his proceeding from the womb ; and 
T am the rather inclined to think this to be the case, because Ambrose, who 
speaks thus, is, as we shall see, clearly opposed to the idea of the virginity of 
Mary having at all suffered in parturition. ; 

2 See his Letter to Pope Syricius, Epist. 42. ed. Bened. al. Ep. 7. Thus 
also he speaks elsewhere ;—“ Porta igitur Maria, per quam Christus intravit 
in hunec mundum, quando yirginali fusus est partu, et genitalia virginitatis 
claustra non solyit. Mansit intemeratum septum pudoris, et inviolata integri- 


tatis duravere signacula cum exiret ex Virgine. Amsros, De instit. virg, 
c. 8. ed. Ben. 


3 See p. 211 above. 

‘4 Integra fide credendum est, beatam Mariam Dei Christi matrem et vir- 
ginem concepisse, et virginem genuisse, et post partum virginem permansisse. 
Nec est blasphemie Helvidii adquiescendum, qui dixit, Virgo ante partum, 
non virgo post partum. GENNAD, De eccles. dogmat. c. 26. Inter Op, 
Augustini, Tom. viii. App. col. 79, 
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And to give the reader another specimen of Genna- 
dius’s “ doctrines of the Church,’ we may add, that the 
doctrine which next precedes this in his list is as follows ;— 
“To equal the married state with virginity vowed to 
God, or to believe that no merit accrues to those who 
abstain from wine or flesh for the sake of mortifying the 
body, this is not the characteristic of a Christian, but of 
Jovinian.” } 

Thus, between the times of Clement of Alexandria and 
Augustine, there was a complete revolution in opinion 
respecting this matter, for at the former period no one 
dreamed of making it a point of importance, and the 
majority did not receive it, while at the latter it was 
heresy to doubt it. Woe to the “ blasphemer” who pre- 
sumed not to believe it. 

Alas! that they whose great names had such influence 
in the Church, instead of adding fuel to the fire of such 
an unprofitable controversy, imitating their opponents in 
making their own private views points of faith, should 
not rather have silenced it altogether, as a vain and idle 
dispute about a matter with which religion had no con- 
cern. Yes, may we not regret with Epiphanius, that 
men should “ turn aside from necessary points, those that 
concern the truth of the faith, and those that tend to the 
glory of God, to heap to themselves things that tend to 
their burt, from wherever they can find them.” “ Alas,” 
we say with him, “ that the matter should be agitated, 
particularly when the Scripture [as our opponents admit] 
does not speak of it. For if the Scripture had mentioned 
it, we should have embraced the truth without hesitation ;” 
but we add, in the words of Jerome, “ we make it not a 
point of belief, because we read it not.” 

The reader may, I fear, think that we have dwelt upon 
this matter too long. But as our opponents have put it 
forward as a point of importance, and as it is one re- 


* Sacrate Deo virginitati nuptias coequare, aut pro amore castigandi cor- 
poris abstinentibus a vino vel carnibus nihil credere meriti accrescere, nec hoe 
Christiani sed Joviniani est. Ip. ib. c. 35. 
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markably illustrative of our subject, we were desirous of 
placing its history clearly before him, heartily as we 
could have wished, for the honour of the Church of 
Christ, that such a matter had never been the subject of 
discussion among her members. 

Before I conclude this chapter, there are two objections, 
often urged by the Romanists, which I will anticipate. 

It is said (as we have already remarked!) that, accord- 
ing to our system, our rule of faith is not the same as that 
of the primitive Christians, for that they must have had 
information from the Apostles which we, by discarding 
“ tradition,” are rejecting. 

I reply, that in one sense our rule of faith is the same, 
viz. the whole of that which we have good reason for ac- 
knowledging as divine revelation; and that in the sense 
in which it is not the same, namely, in actual extent, that 
of our opponents is also not the same; for, to give an ex- 
ample, St. Paul tells the Thessalonians, that he had in- 
formed them what it was that withheld the appearance of 
the man of sin, but the Romanists themselves will not 
pretend to say that Church tradition has delivered this 
down to us. And there are many other things about 
which we are equally in the dark, respecting which, ne- 
vertheless, we can have little doubt that the first Chris- 
tians received some information from the Apostles. 

And a similar answer holds good with respect to 
another objection. 

It is sometimes said that Scripture cannot be the 
entire rule of faith, because some inspired books have 
perished. ; 

To this, indeed, we reply, first, that we deny the fact, 
and challenge those who maintain it to give any proof 
that any books ever held to be part of the canon of Scrip- 
ture have perished.? 


1 See vol. i. p. 533. 

2 This is an objection of Bellarmine, to whose remarks we may find a reply 
in one of his own communion, viz. Stapleton. See his De Princip. lib. ix. 
c. 5; and De auct. Script. adv. Whitak. lib. ii. c.1. § 7. 
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But even if it were so, this does not alter the state of 
the case. It does not prove that patristical tradition is 
a divine informant, or infallible record of Apostolical 
teaching. It in fact leaves us precisely where it found 
us; even in possession of that Divine record of revealed 
truth which God has seen fit in his infinite mercy to pre- 
serve to us. 


CHAPTER IX. 


THE SUFFICIENCY OF HOLY SCRIPTURE TO TEACH MAN- 
KIND THE CHRISTIAN RELIGION, 


Among the various objections brought against the views 
for which we here contend, it is urged that Scripture is 
too obscure to be able to sustain the character we attri- 
bute to it; for that, even in the fundamental points of 
faith and practice, it needs an interpreter to point out its 
meaning, and that in “tradition” we have such an inter- 
preter, and one “ practically infallible,” demanding our 
faith as a witness of the oral teaching of the Apostles. 

Now that we have not in tradition any certain witness 
of the oral teaching of the Apostles, nor (in whatever 
light it be viewed) a divine or practically infallible inter- 
preter of Scripture, has been, I hope, already proved; 
and consequently it follows, (as far as our opponents’ 
views are concerned,) that Holy Scripture is our only 
divine and infallible Teacher. Whatever obscurity, then, 
there may be in the revelation there made to us of the 
Christian religion, it is the only revelation of it we pos- 
sess. Whatever difficulties or obscurities may have been 
left by God in the Scriptures, there is no authoritative 
interpretation of them demanding our belief. He who is 
plain beyond that which is written, goes beyond his 
authority, i.e. beyond that for which divine inspiration 
can be claimed. 

Hence, Scripture being our only inspired Teacher, and 


! See vol. i. p. 38. 
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containing all which has any claim upon our belief as a 
divine revelation, it seems but reasonable to conclude that 
nothing can be a fundamental point of faith or practice 
which is not plainly revealed therein. For if Scripture is 
our sole divine informant, and was written for the instruc- 
tion of men generally, it seems far from consistent with 
the gift of such a rule of faith that it should be so obscure 
in the very fundamental points as to oblige us to depend 
upon human teachers to know what it means. And if, 
through carelessness, indifference, prejudice, or any other 
cause, men remain blind to what is there plainly de- 
livered, such perverseness is easily accounted for, and 
forms no ground for accusing the word of God of ob- 
security. 

On this argument, however, I shall not dwell further, 
because it is my purpose to proceed at once to more direct 
evidence of the sufficiency of Scripture to teach the faith, 
independently of what has preceded this chapter. 

In so doing, I shall first offer a few preliminary obser- 
vations, to guard against misconception, and show what 
it is for which we here contend, and then proceed to 
prove the three following points. 

I. That all the fundamental and essential points of faith 
and practice are clearly and plainly delivered in the 
Scriptures. 

II. That all the doctrines of the Christian faith are as 
plainly delivered there as, to our knowledge, they are 
revealed. 

III. That the best and only infallible expositor of 
Scripture is Scripture. 

To guard against misconception, I shall offer, in the 
first place, a few preliminary observations, to make it 
more clear to the reader what it is for which we contend. 

And here I would observe first, that when we speak 
of all the essential doctrines of Christianity being clearly 
revealed to us in the Scriptures, we are not affirming 
that the truths themselves so revealed are cleared from 
all mysteriousness, and made obvious to the understand- 


TAUGHT CLEARLY IN SCRIPTURE. 219 


ings of men, for many of them are, and ever will be, to 
our finite understandings, mysterious and obscure; but, 
that they are plainly, openly, and undeniably delivered 
there, that is, that the sacred writers have delivered, in 
the plainest terms, the revelations of divine truth vouch- 
safed to them, and consequently, that all which God pur- 
posed to reveal to the world by them is so expressed, 
that not even the Apostles themselves could declare it 
more clearly. 

I would instance this in the very case to which our 
opponents, following the Romanists, point us as supplying 
an argument in their favour, viz. the doctrine of the con- 
substantiality of the Son with the Father. Not to insist 
here upon a point which will come under consideration 
more properly elsewhere, viz. that the Nicene Fathers 
deduced this doctrine altogether from Scripture, I would 
ask whether this doctrine is not much more plainly deli- 
vered in Scripture than in that document to which our 
opponents refer us for it, viz. the Nicene Creed. The 
expression there used, though perhaps the best that 
could be found, so imperfectly expresses the doctrine, as 
to have been absolutely rejected by the orthodox at the 
Council of Antioch, against Paul of Samosata, as an un- 
orthodox phrase ; and it is evidently open to an unortho- 
dox interpretation, which Scripture, taken as a whole, and 
compared with itself, is not. It is an orthodox term, 
rightly understood ; convenient it may be for a compen- 
dious statement of the truth in a confession of faith; but 
it is not equivalent to the exposition of the doctrine con- 
tained in Scripture. The true doctrine is not so clearly, 
plainly, and unambiguously expressed by it as it is in 
Seripture, taken as a whole. 

We do not then here deny, but, on the contrary, affirm, 
that many of the truths delivered in the Scriptures are 
mysterious and obscure, and beyond the power of man 
fully to comprehend ; and this is the great reason why, 
with minds naturally disinclined to them, men are un- 
willing to receive them as they are revealed, however 
plainly revealed. 
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Nor do we deny that there are many points among 
non-essentials, not so plainly delivered, but that men may 
reasonably be divided in opinion as to the precise doctrine 
delivered ; and such points, perhaps, were not intended to 
be made known to all. 

Nor further do we deny that some particular passages 
may be very obscure. 

But all such obscurity is quite consistent with that for 
which we are here contending. Nay, it has been said, 
not without reason, by some, that God has purposely or- 
dered it thus, that while the fundamentals of the faith 
should be so clear that no sincere and earnest enquirer 
could mistake in them, there should also be what might 
serve to exercise the industry and mental powers of man, 
and carry out his mind to the contemplation of spiritual 
and heavenly objects. 

Moreover, we are not here asserting that it is sufficient 
to put the Scriptures into the hands of children and men 
wholly illiterate, and leave them to deduce the faith from 
them, any more than it would be sufficient to put the 
statutes of the realm, however plainly expressed they 
might be, into their hands, and tell them to deduce from 
them a digest of the statute law. But this arises not from 
the obscurity of one or the other; nor does it show the 
necessity of an infallible interpreter, but only the need of 
literary assistance to inform such of the meaning of the 
expressions used, and point out to them what, through the 
imperfect development of their faculties, they might have 
misunderstood or passed unnoticed. It is not tradition 
which they want, but a knowledge of the meaning of the 
words used in Scripture. And such deficiency of infor- 
mation on their part, cannot be justly urged in proof of 
Scripture being obscure; and still less of the necessity of 
tradition or the Church, as the Church, to explain it. And 
the truth is, that so far as the mind is able to receive the 
faith, it needs but little education to enable a man to learn 
from Scripture the fundamentals of the faith. 

Further, when we contend for the sufficiency of Serip- 
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ture to teach the faith, we must be understood as speak- 
ing only with reference to the humble-minded and unpre- 
judiced student of Scripture. To the proud and self- 
sufficient reasoner, to him who comes with all the preju- 
dices of the natural mind clouding his perceptions, or 
with some preconceived views, derived from whatever 
source, to confirm, the declarations of Scripture may be 
anything but plain. But they may be obscure to such, 
merely because the mind is unwilling to receive them in 
their obvious meaning ; and they may, consequently, have 
divers meanings given to them, merely because the pre- 
judices of their readers are of divers kinds. We have 
heard of the Scriptures being quoted in support of sedi- 
tion, rebellion, immorality. Are we to suppose that they 
are obscure on these points? that it is doubtful whether 
they discountenance such practices or not? If men go to 
the Scriptures with minds in any way prejudiced, and not 
simply to be taught the truth, but only to confirm their 
own preconceived notions, derived from other sources, as 
our opponents openly profess and exhort others to do, 
they will, no doubt, find Scripture sufficiently obscure. A 
person going to the Scriptures to confirm some precon- 
ceived notions about justification, gathered from what he 
calls “tradition,” may find many passages very difficult to 
deal with. For if a man has made up his mind that two 
and two make five, a plain declaration that two and two 
make four, is the most difficult passage he could have to 
deal with. 

And if it be said that “tradition” is necessary, on ac- 
count of the prejudices of men casting a veil over the 
meaning of Scripture, as Mr. Newman has strangely 
enough argued, then I would ask whether the same pre- 
judices will not distort the testimony of “ tradition” in the 
same way? For if the ground for the supposed obscurity 
of Scripture be in the unwillingness of the mind to em- 
brace the truth, then the same reason will cause tradition 
also to appear obscure. And this is borne out by the tes- 
timony of facts; for, as we have already seen, there has 
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hardly been a heresy in the Church in any age, but that 
the Fathers have been quoted in defence of it; and Mr. 
Newman himself! (as we have seen’) admits, that, with 
prejudiced minds, antiquity “admits of easy evasion, and 
may be made to conclude anything or nothing ;” thereby 
answering his own argument. And when we recollect 
in how great a variety of expression that tradition ap- 
pears, and the imperfection of its mode of conveyance, 
surely the prejudices of man are still more likely to lead 
him astray in such a wide field of enquiry as the wil- 
derness of the Fathers, than in the well-ordered garden 
of God’s Holy Scriptures. 

The truth is, that there is but one way in which such 
prejudices can be removed; and that is, by the operations 
of the Holy Spirit upon men, enlightening the mind, so 
as to enable it to perceive the truth; and influencing the 
heart to receive it in the love of it. As long as the mind 
is blinded, and the heart hardened by sin and Satan, the 
truths of God’s word, however clear, are in vain clear, as 
far as such a one is concerned. The light shines upon 
blindness, and the blind comprehends it not. He gropes 
in the noonday, as at night. 

Lastly, we do not deny that there are different degrees 
of light and knowledge enjoyed by different individuals ; 
and that a good use of the helps we have for the under- 
standing of Scripture, may and will, with God’s blessing, 
increase our insight into the plain truths of Scripture. 
There is a depth in them which will reward the most dili- 
gent search; and while Scripture is the best interpreter 
of itself, the labours of others in search of truth may 
here, as in other cases, shorten ours. But this does not 
affect our position, which is, That Holy Scripture is amply 
sufficient an itself to every diligent and humble-minded 
student of it, to teach all the fundamentals of faith and 
practice; and consequently to refute all heretical notions 
respecting them. 

“That the Holy Scripture,’ says a Bishop of our 
Church, cited by Bishop Gibson, in his Preservative 
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against Popery, “is so plain in all things necessary to 
salvation, that it may be rightly understood or inter- 
preted, by any man of sound judgment, is a proposition 
which one would imagine should not be questioned by any 
Christian .... If the Scripture be sufficient to bring 
every man to eternal happiness, then every Man may un- 
derstand it, so far as it is necessary for the attainment of 
that end. OF THIS THERE IS NO CONTROVERSY AMONG 
Prorestants.”! 

I now pass on to the consideration of the three points 
I have mentioned above. 

I. That all the fundamental and essential points of faith 
and practice are clearly and plainly delivered in the 
Scriptures ; and consequently that the Scriptures are well 
adapted and amply sufficient to teach men all such points. 

I am well aware that some ingenious controversialists, 
when hard pressed by the arguments of their opponents, 
have maintained in words the former of these two propo- 
sitions, while denying the truth of the latter, meaning, as 
they explain themselves, that such truths are clearly and 
plainly delivered in the Scriptures to those who know them 
before ; just (we may add) as the meaning of any myste- 
rious heathen orgies is clear and plain to those to whom 
the priest has communicated the key; but notwithstand- 
ing this, I must venture to think that the latter of these 
two propositions is the necessary consequence of the 
former; and that to adopt the former in words, and deny 
the latter, is but self-contradiction or equivocation. For 
if the truth is plain in Scripture, after “tradition” has 
pointed it out, was it not plain there before? The testi- 
mony of tradition may make a man more ready to receive 
it ; but it cannot affect the degree of plainness with which 
it is delivered in the Scriptures. No doubt, if a man has 
made up his mind that Scripture must mean whatever 
such and such interpreters of Scripture say that it means, 

1 The Protestant and Popish way of interpreting Scripture impartially 
compared, in answer to Pax vobis, 1689. 4to. pp. 34, 35. This is sometimes 
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Bishop of Chichester, 
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he is in the mood to think that Scripture plainly has that 
meaning. But with others the case is different. 

Now the truth of what we here affirm depends, princi- 
pally, upon the style in which the Scriptures are written ; 
i.e. whether they deliver the truths which are intended 
for the instruction of mankind at large, under the veil of 
an obscure phraseology, or so as to be generally under- 
stood; for it is not denied that the Scriptures contain all 
the fundamental and essential doctrines of Christianity. 
We maintain, then, that what was intended to be under- 
stood by all, is expressed in the Scriptures so as to be 
understood by all. The divine revelation vouchsafed to 
mankind, is conveyed to us in the Scriptures as clearly 
and plainly, as far as that revelation goes, as human lan- 
guage will permit. 

This aptitude of Scripture to teach the doctrines of re- 
ligion appears, 

First, from the testimony of Scripture. 

“Whatsoever things,” saith the Apostle, “ were written 
aforetime, were written for our learning, that we, through 
patience and comfort of the Scriptures, might have hope.” 
(Rom. xv. 4.) Here we are taught what is the great object 
for which the Scriptures were written, and the purpose 
they answer to the Christian. True; this applies only to 
the Old Testament Scriptures ; but if such was their ob- 
ject, such the end they answered, then certainly the 
plainer records of the New Testament are much better ecal- 
culated to answer the same purpose. Are we, then, to 
suppose that the whole of the New Testament united 
with the Old, is insufficient to make us acquainted with 
the essentials of the Christian religion? The point to 
which I particularly desire the attention of the reader in 
this passage is, that the Scriptures themselves, not any 
exposition of them, not any ecclesiastical teaching of any 
kind, are here referred to as the source of comfort and 
hope to the Christian; the teacher, from whose instruc- 
tions he derives his hopes; while, on the contrary, our 
opponents tell us that it is only the teaching of “the 
Church” that ean make us wise unto salvation. 
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Still stronger evidence in our favour is to be found in 
our Lord’s exhortation to the Jews, “ Search the Scrip- 
tures . . . they are they which testify of me.” (John v. 
39.) It is undeniable that these words were addressed to 
the people generally ; and they are here exhorted to ex- 
amine for themselves the evidence afforded by the Old 
Testament Scriptures to our Lord’s character and mis- 
sion, as evidence amply sufficient to guide them to a 
knowledge of the truth. From which we may observe 
two things,—both that the Scriptures are written so as to 
‘teach mankind in general, and also that unbelief and ig- 
norance of the truths they reveal, and a perversion of 
their meaning, may arise from a very different cause to 
their being unintelligible without an interpreter. It is 
evident that our Lord only considered it to be necessary 
that the Scriptures should be “ searched,” should be dili- 
gently read and investigated, in order to their reception 
of him in his true character as the Saviour of mankind ; 
while at the same time we find that the great majority of 
those who professed a familiar acquaintance with those 
Scriptures, perverted their meaning, and would not receive 
them in their true sense. And, let me ask, which to all 
appearance, at that time, was the sense affixed to those 
Scriptures by “the Church?” What follower of “ the 
Church,” as his interpreter of Scripture, would have come 
to the conclusion that he was to leave the whole body of 
scribes and pharisees to follow Simeon and Anna? No; 
it was only the humble student of “ the Scriptures,” under 
the guidance of that Holy Spirit who is ever present to 
the prayer of the faithful, who was likely to arrive at a 
knowledge of the truth. 

It is no reply to say, that this argument proves too 
much, for that it would prove that the Old Testament 
Scriptures are sufficient without the New. It proves only 
that the Old Testament Scriptures expressed with suffi- 
cient plainness the truths they did reveal, to be under- 
stood by all who studied them; and this is all for which 
we adduce it; except to remark that we have here the 
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highest sanction, whoever we be, to our placing the 
written word infinitely above every other guide, and 
walking according to what shall appear to us, after a di- 
ligent investigation, to be its true meaning. 

I will cite but one passage more, which shall be the 
remarkable testimony of St. Paul to the value of the Old 
Testament Scriptures, in his Second Epistle to Timothy. 
“ From a child,” he says, “thou hast known the Holy 
Scriptures, which are able to make thee wise unto salvation, 
through faith which is in Christ Jesus. All Scripture is 
given by inspiration of God; and is profitable for doc- 
trine, for reproof, for correction, for instruction in right- 
eousness, that the man of God may be perfect, thoroughly 
furnished unto all good works.” (2 Tim. iii. ]5—17.) Is 
it possible that any man, with this passage before him, 
will venture to say that the Scriptures are not calculated, 
and were not intended, to teach mankind in general ; but 
are written so as that they need an interpreter before they 
can be understood? Ido not here quote this passage, be it 
observed, as showing how much, whether more or less, is 
contained in the Scriptures, because it refers to the Scrip- 
tures of the Old Testament; but I refer to it, as showing 
the purposes of Scripture, “all Scripture,” that it was 
intended to make the man of God perfect, and thoroughly 
to furnish him to all good works; in other words, to be, 
what our opponents deny that it was intended to be, his 
great teacher and instructor. 

An¢ hence, if Scripture contains all the fundamental 
and essential doctrines of religion, all those truths which 
were intended to be understood by all, then it follows, 
from the mode of writing adopted by the sacred penmen, 
that all those truths are delivered as clearly and plainly 
as they are intended to be understood. 

Against this life of argument is sometimes urged the 
ease of the Ethiopian eunuch,—who, when reading the 
prophet Isaiah, and being questioned by Philip whether 
he understood what he read, replied, “ How can I, ex- 
cept some man should teach me ;”’—but to no purpose. 
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For we do not assert that the truths of Christianity can 
be learnt from the Old Testament Scriptures alone. It 
is sufficient for our purpose that those Scriptures were a 
sufficiently clear revelation of what was necessary truth 
to those who lived under them. This is all which we 
assert or want for our argument. That they were written 
in a phraseology calculated to veil the truth to a certain 
extent before our Lord’s appearance, is perfectly true. 
But I would ask, Was the Church able to remove that 
veil? Did it see through that veil when our Lord 
appeared in strict accordance with the declarations of 
those Scriptures, yea in such strict accordance, that he 
sent the people to those Scriptures to learn from them 
the truth which “the Church” was denying? The 
phraseology, then, was as plain as the revelation was 
intended to be, and this is all for which we contend for 
any part of Scripture. But thus much we maintain in 
behalf of all Scripture. 

The same remarks apply to another passage sometimes 
objected to us, viz. Luke xxiv. 45. “ Then opened he their 
understandings, that they might understand the Scrip- 
tures.” The Scriptures here referred to are, as it appears 
by the context, those relating to Christ; and there was a 
degree of obscurity in the declarations of the Old Testa- 
ment respecting the incarnation and sufferings of Christ 
which the event only could clear up. Our Lord, there- 
fore, might well explain to his disciples the precise way 
in which they were to be accomplished, and show them 
how accurately they had been fulfilled in himself. And 
what our Lord did was to “ open their understandings,” 
which were blinded by prejudice and unbelief, that they 
might receive that which, in the prophecy connected 
with the accomplishment, was plainly set before them. 
In a word, he removed the prejudices by which “ their 
minds were blinded,” and the “ veil” which was “ upon 
their hearts.” (2 Cor. iii. 14, 15.) And, in the writings 
of the Apostles, our Lord has given us similar explana- 
tions, and will by his Spirit open in like manner the un- 
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derstandings of all sincere and penitent inquirers after 
the way of salvation, and remove the blindness and pre- 
judices of the natural mind, and enable it to understand 
and receive those truths which are thus so plainly set 
before it. 

We are also met sometimes by the observation of St. 
Peter, that in the Epistles of St. Paul there are some 
things hard to be understood. (2 Pet. iii. 16.) But do 
we deny that such is the case? Far from it. But we 
say that such things were intended by the Holy Spirit to 
be “ hard to be understood,” and that we must seek the 
meaning of them from that Holy Spirit himself; and 
with respect to them call no man or set of men master, 
i. e. authoritative teacher, upon earth. 

And lastly, the passage is sometimes urged, in which 
St. Peter tells us that “ no prophecy of the Scripture is 
of any private interpretation,” (2 Pet. 1. 20;) but most 
incorrectly, for the context shows that the meaning is, 
that no prophecy of the Scripture proceeds from any pri- 
vate interpretation or declaration of God’s will, for it is 
added, “ for the prophecy came not in old time by the 
will of man, but holy men of God spake as they were 
moved by the Holy Ghost.” And so the Vulgate trans- 
lates the passage, “ The prophecy of Scripture is not 
made by private interpretation,” (propria interpretatione 
non fit ;) and Menochius, in his comment on the pas- 
sage, allows that this is its meaning; and so does Cor- 
nelius a Lapide, though he attempts also to extract the 
other meaning from it, to make it support the Romish 
cause. 7 

This suitability of Scripture to teach the Christian reli- 
gion may be inferred, 

Secondly, From the professed object of the sacred 
writers of the New Testament, which was to teach all the 
great truths of the Gospel, without concealment or re- 
serve. 

This is fully proved by many passages of their writings. 
St. Luke wrote his Gospel in order, in the first instance, 
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that Theophilus might “ know the certainty of those 
things in which he had been instructed.” (Luke i. 4.) 

And St. Paul, when speaking of himself as a minister 
of the New Testament, says, “ Seeing, then, that we have 
such hope, we use great plainness of speech, and not as 
Moses, who put a veil over his face,” &c. (2 Cor. iii. 12.) 
And again, a little further on, he says,—“ By manifesta- 
tion of the truth commending ourselves to every man’s 
conscience in the sight of God,” (2 Cor. iv. 2.) a testimony 
remarkably forcible in proof of our position, that the 
Apostle always delivered the truths with which he was 
entrusted as clearly as language would permit, and so as 
to commend the instructor to every man’s conscience, and 
thus teach every man the truth in the most forcible man- 
ner, and therefore certainly so expressed himself, when 
delivering those truths in his Epistles to the Churches. 
And he exhorts the brethren to pray for him, that “ ut- 
terance might be given unto him, that he might open his 
mouth boldly, to make known the mystery of the gospel.” 
(Eph. vi. 19.) 

If, then, the writings of this Apostle and his brethren 
contain all the essential truths of the gospel, (as it is 
admitted they do,) surely men who felt thus would take 
care that in such documents more especially those truths 
should be clearly and fully expressed, to say nothing of 
that spiritual guidance under which those documents 
were penned. 

It is impossible not to see how totally opposed such 
statements as those we have referred to are to the views 
of the Romanists and the Tractators, whose repre- 
sentations would lead us to suppose that the Bible is a 
sort of cabalistical book, the knowledge of whose meaning 
is confined to a certain order of men, ordained by suc- 
cession from the Apostles. Such a notion, however, is 
suitable only to the priests of superstition and idolatry. 
Would that we might live to see the day when such doc- 
trines were left in their sole possession! To them they 
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are suitable enough, for false religion dreads the light, and 
hence their so called sacred books are most consistently 
veiled in the language of concealment and mystery. But 
it is not so with the word of God. All that God sees fit 
to reveal is, as far as it was intended to be known, stated 
clearly and plainly on all occasions by those whom he 
uses as instruments to deliver his word. And therefore 
certainly the fundamentals of religion are never obscurely 
stated in any Divine declaration respecting them. 

The sufficiency of the Holy Scriptures to teach the 
Christian religion to mankind generally, may be inferred, 

Thirdly, From the persons to whom the writings of the 
Apostles are addressed. 

These writings, with but few exceptions, are not ad- 
dressed to the pastors of the Church in particular. The 
Gospels were written for the instruction of Christians ge- 
nerally; and, in fact, of mankind at large; and were 
written in order to give them a full knowledge of the 
Christian faith. The Epistles are most of them expressly 
directed to all the individuals of the body of Christians 
to whom they are addressed. The Hpistle to the Romans 
is addressed to “all that are in Rome called to be saints.” 
(Rom. i. 7.) And the First to the Corinthians is ad- 
dressed to “the Church of God which is at Corinth, to 
them that are sanctified in Christ Jesus, called to be saints 
with all that in every place call upon the name of Jeu 
Christ our Lord both theirs and ours;” (1 Cor. i. 2;) and to 
these persons the Apostle uses this language, “ I speak as 
to wise men, judge ye what I say ;” (1 Cor. x. 153) “Judge 
in yourselves, is it comely, &e.” (1 Cor. xi. 13.)!. And the 
Apostles were anxious that their writings should be read 
by all; for St. Paul, writing to the Thessalonians, exhorts 
them to take ose that his Epistle be “read to all the 
holy brethren,” ( 1 Thess. v. 27,) and commands the Co- 
lossians to cause his Epistle to them to be read also in the 
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Church of the Laodiceans ; and that they should read the 
Epistle from Laodicea. (Col. iv. 16.) 

Hence they are written so that al/ may learn the truths 
of which they speak, from them. They are written ina 
style adapted to the instruction of every, even the 
humblest, member of society. They address each indi- 
vidual as one who is responsible to God for receiving and 
obeying that which they have thus delivered. 

True, the persons so addressed had some previous 
knowledge of the truths of Christianity; but this, in no 
respect, diminishes the force of the argument. For if 
any truths were passed over on this account, they would 
only be the most plain and simple; but these, it is con- 
ceded, are contained in Scripture. And in whatever matters 
the persons so addressed needed instruction, they needed it 
in the most plain and clear form, brought down to the 
comprehension of mankind in general. So that, in what- 
ever point instruction is given by the Apostles, it seems 
evident, from the way in which they address themselves 
to all mankind, that such instruction must be given in 
the plainest and clearest form. If a man was addressing 
a miscellaneous body of professing Christians, including 
the humblest of mankind, and instructing them in the 
faith, he would use language suited to teach the faith, as 
far as it went, to all mankind. Just so was it with the 
Apostles. They had, for the most part, simple and ig- 
norant men to deal with, and they wrote so as to be un- 
derstood by them. 

The suitability of Scripture to teach the Christian reli- 
gion, might also be inferred, 

Fourthly, From the evident simplicity of the language 
of the New Testament. 

This is a point in which our appeal lies to the common 
sense and observation of the reader. Can it be denied 
that the statements of the New Testament are couched in 
terms the most simple, and phrases the most perspicuous, 
that the subject would admit of? Can it be denied that, 
instead of any air of mystery or concealment being adopted 
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with regard to all the great fundamental articles of the 
faith, there is, on the contrary, every appearance of an en- 
deavour to state them in the most plain and intelligible 
manner? Nay, it is admitted by our adversaries, that 
such is the case; but with a reservation that makes their 
tenet self-contradictory, viz., that they are thus plain in 
Scripture only to those who have been taught them be- 
forehand; that is, in fact, that Scripture does not plainly 
deliver them to all. 

I ask, then, if Scripture contains all the fundamental 
articles of the faith, couched in the most plain and intel- 
ligible terms, how is it that it can be insufficient to teach 
those articles ? 

I must add, also, that the suitability of Scripture to 
teach the Christian religion, may be inferred, 

Fifthly, From its actual effects. 

Here, again, our appeal is to experience and fact; and 
many, I have no doubt, will be disposed at once to deny 
that any argument can be deduced from this source, in 
favour of our position. Here, then, we are in a situation 
that renders it next to impossible to press the argument 
home upon the reader. Narratives of facts, such as those 
to which I am here alluding, generally carry little con- 
viction to the mind of one prepossessed in favour of an 
opposite view. Such facts must be witnessed, to convince 
the gainsayer. But I cannot omit a reference to them 
here, as bearing important witness in favour of our posi- 
tion. It is an argument which it may not be easy to test ; 
because the cases are comparatively few where a man has 
been left to gather his religious knowledge altogether 
from the Bible. But no man can have perused the ac- 
counts given from time to time of the proceedings of our 
religious societies of late years, and not have been struck 
with the testimonies borne to the effects produced by the 
Scriptures alone. 

However, I shall content myself here with having di- 
rected the attention of the reader to this argument, and 
would only request him not to form a hasty judgment 
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from the effects produced by the careless and apathetic 
perusal given to the Scriptures by the generality, but 
from those produced by the earnest and sincere perusal of 
one who is really desirous of learning and following the 
truth, and is seriously asking the question, “ What must 
I do to be saved 2?” 

Lastly, I will not hesitate to add, fortified by the pre- 
ceding evidences, that the suitability of Scripture to teach 
the Christian religion, may be inferred from the nature of 
its subject, compared with the revealed character of its 
Author. 

Its subject is the way and means of man’s salvation ; 
the character of its Author, one who willeth that salvation. 
The very fact, then, of its being a revelation upon such a 
subject, from such a source, is of itself an evidence that 
whatever is delivered in it, so far as it was intended by 
God that the revelation should extend, is well calculated 
to impart the knowledge which it was God’s purpose to 
give. He who charges the word of God with obscurity 
in such matters as were intended by him to be revealed 
to man, either charges its Author with incompetency, or 
takes away from him that character in which he delights, 
by representing him as putting unnecessary difficulties in 
the way of the salvation of man. 

And this would apply, doubtless, to whatever the 
Apostles delivered on the subject, whether orally or by 
writing ; but of the former, we have no satisfactory testi- 
mony what it was; and if we suppose that their teaching 
was uniformly thus clear and plain, the existence of the 
Scriptures leaves us but little cause to regret the absence 
of sufficient testimony as to what they did deliver orally, 
at least as far as the fundamentals of faith and practice 
are concerned. 

These writings are not all occasional productions, 
written to meet particular errors, and inculcate particular 
points. The Gospels at least were intended to give us a 
full account of our Lord’s teaching, and of all the great 
facts which form the Christian faith. And besides these, 
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we have more than twenty Epistles of the Apostles, giving 
an enlarged account of the same faith. 

But all are not sufficient, we are told, to teach us the 
faith. And we are sent to what? To the monuments 
accidentally remaining to us of antiquity, the works of a 
few antient authors, borne up by chance upon the surface 
of the stream of time; while thousands have perished 
equally or better entitled to our respect; and these be- 
longing only to what some might call the prevailing party 
among Christians, and confessedly, in part, (to what extent 
we know not,) corrupted and interpolated, and suppositi- 
tious; and from these volumes we are to obtain the mean- 
ing of the Holy Scriptures; seeing, forsooth, that: these 
volumes are to be taken as containing within them an in- 
fallible representation of the oral teaching of the Apostles ; 
from which alone we can tell what they meant in their 
writings; or rather what the Holy Spirit meant, when he 
was professing to teach it in them. 

It is at least evident, then, that such a rule of faith as 
Dr. Pusey and his party propose to us, can be made use 
of only by the learned. For, even were these volumes 
translated into all the languages spoken by Christians, I 
suppose it will be granted that such an investigation can 
only be carried on by learned men. And it would be a 
rather curious inquiry, by the way, how many there are 
even among the learned, who are really acquainted with 
their rule of faith, if patristical tradition forms part of it. 

What, then, is the unlearned man to do? What is he 
todo? He is to learn, from his “ priest,” the “ tradition” 
delivered in these volumes; and he is to put his faith in 
the interpretation of the Scriptures so given him, as a di- 
vine interpretation, derived from the oral teaching of the 
Apostles. And if, perchance, he should think the inter- 
pretation thus given him, not to be what appears to him 
the meaning of the Scriptures, he is to put his faith in the 
interpretation, and not in what appears to him to be God’s 
truth ; for such is Mr. Newman’s express direction. 
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I pass on to observe— 

II. That all the doctrines of the Christian faith are as 
plainly delivered in the Scriptures as, to our knowledge, 
they are revealed. 

Assuming that the arguments adduced on our last head 
have been satisfactory, and that the reader is disposed to 
admit that all the essential and fundamental points of faith 
are clearly and plainly delivered in the Scriptures, we 
have here only to consider the case of those which are not 
to be classed among the fundamental points of faith. 

Now here even Vincent of Lerins seems to hesitate as 
to making a claim to any well-authenticated report of 
Apostolical tradition, anything which can be looked upon 
as delivering to us with certainty the oral teaching of the 
Apostles; and our opponents themselves are somewhat 
self-contradictory in their statements; in some places 
making a claim to the possession of testimony of a certain 
and indubitable kind,! and in others apparently admitting 
that we cannot be altogether certain of the correctness of 
the testimony we possess on these points,? though this 
admission is accompanied with the intimation that we 
must “ either believe or silently acquiesce in the whole” 
of what the “ prophetical tradition” of the Church (as 
Mr. Newman calls it) delivers to us. 

That on these points much valuable information is to 
be obtained from the writings of the antient Church, is 
what Iam far from prepared to deny, but, on the con- 
trary, firmly maintain. 

But what I ask is, How can you in any case verify a 
doctrine, or interpretation, or statement, as an Aposto- 
lical tradition ? 

We have already shown the impossibility of doing so. 
We have shown that the tests proposed by our opponents 
are altogether fallible and nugatory. We have shown 
that there is no certain and indubitable report of any 
divine revelation but the Holy Scripture. 


" See Newman’s Lect. p. 299, and Keble’s serm. pp. 36, 7. 
? See Newman’s Lect. pp. 249 and 300. 
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However obscure, therefore, any of the less funda- 
mental doctrines or statements of Scripture may be con- 
sidered to be, there is no plainer report of them than 
what we find there, that can come to us with any autho- 
rity to bind the conscience to belief. They are as plainly 
delivered in the Scriptures as, to owr knowledge, they are 
revealed. 

I proceed to show— 

III. That the best and only infallible expositor of 
Scripture is Scripture; or, in other words, that the best 
mode of judging of the sense of any passage is by a com- 
parison of it with the testimony of Scripture in other 
parts; first, by comparing it with the context, with pas- 
sages similarly worded, with such plain places of Serip- 
ture as can illustrate its meaning, and with all that is 
stated in Scripture respecting the subject treated of; and 
secondly, by considering it in connexion with the whole 
scheme of doctrine clearly revealed in Scripture. 

We take it for granted, that we have sufficiently de- 
monstrated that patristical tradition cannot be considered 
a divine informant. Whatever, then, may be its value 
as a help to us in obtaining a knowledge of Christian 
doctrine, it must be placed in a very different rank to an 
inspired guide. It partakes of the imperfection of human 
nature. It is mixed with the dross of human imagin- 
ations. 

Moreover, “the things of God knoweth no one but the 
Spirit of God.” It is not by any peculiar powers of mind 
or extent of human learning, that the mysteries of God’s 
word are to be developed. They can be known only as 
far as they are revealed, nor can any powers of man fur- 
nish us with a further insight into them than the Divine 
declarations afford us; for all beyond that is the offspring 
of the human imagination. Nevertheless there is, as 
experience shows us, a strong inclination in men to be 
wise above what is written; to attempt to fathom mys- 
teries beyond their reach, and explain fully and without 
reserve even those more hidden spiritual truths of which 
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the word of God contains only some intimations, and thus 
bring out a system which shall be complete in all its 
parts; and in this attempt they are in danger at every 
step of being led astray by the prejudices of human 
nature, the bias of preconceived notions, the flights of 
an erratic imagination. Look at Origen, for instance, 
who lived at a period when, according to our opponents, 
the savour of Apostolical oral tradition was yet fresh in 
the Church. With human commentators, therefore, we 
must be always on our guard. 

It seems obvious, then, that our first inquiry in the 
interpretation of Scripture should be, What has God said 
on this matter elsewhere in Scripture? Is there any 
other passage in the word of God, that either in the sen- 
timent conveyed, or in the expressions used, is similar to 
the one before us? Whether the difficulty lies in the 
precise meaning of the terms used, or in the doctrine 
intended to be conveyed, there is no mode of solving the 
difficulty equally efficacious or satisfactory with that of 
putting together the parallel passages of Scripture, and 
judging from them as a whole what is the mind of God in 
the particular passage under consideration. For here 
alone we have the infallible records of divine teaching, 
the mind of the Spirit. 

And while we compare it with the parallel passages, 
we must remember not to take an insulated view of the 
doctrine which it seems to inculcate, but to contemplate 
it im its position in the great scheme of Scripture doc- 
trine, so as more clearly to see its true form and propor- 
tions, and ascertain that our notions of it are such as to 
give it that harmony with the whole which beyond doubt 
it possesses. 

Such was the course pursued by the Fathers at the 
Council of Nice. When desirous of accurately describing 
the divine nature of the Son in opposition to the errors 
of the Arians, they, as we are told by Athanasius, “ col- 
lected together out of the Scriptures these words, the 
brightness, the fountain, and the river, and the image of 
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the substance, and that expression, ‘ In thy light shall 
we see light,’ and that, ‘ I and my Father are one; and 
then at last they wrote more plainly and compendiously, 
that the Son was consubstantial with the Father, for all 
the previous expressions have this meaning.” ? 

This is precisely an exemplification of that for which 
we are here contending. The views of the Nicene Fa- 
thers were not derived (as those of the heretics were, and 
almost always are,) from one or two insulated passages of 
Scripture, still less from patristical tradition, but from a 
general consideration of the whole testimony of Scripture 
upon the point; and from this they deduced Se faith, 
and interpreted each particular passage. 

This, indeed,’ is a common rule of Flere in 
other works, especially those that have come down to us 
from a remote period. There are often particular trains 
of thought, and particular modes of expression, charac- 
teristic of particular authors; and there is no mode of 
arriving at the sense of an author so efficient or satisfac- 
tory, as that of judging (if possible) from the collation of 
similar passages. This rule, then, applies with tenfold 
force to Scripture, for both as to the author and the sub- 
ject it is a work altogether sui generis. It alone claims to 
be inspired. It alone was written at the dictation of the 
Holy Spirit. It alone delivers with authority divine truth. 

The light, therefore, which we thus derive is altogether 
pure ; it is divine light. The interpretation, as far as it 
goes, 1s an inspired interpretation. There is no uncer- 
tainty in it; no allowance to be made for human imper- 
fection; no room for exceptions and limitations in our 
reception of it. We may embrace it with more confi- 
dence than we would a friend, whose love and faithful- 
ness it was impossible to call in question; while every- 
thing else is to be received only as one towards whom we 
are bound to observe caution and reserve. Whatever 
mistakes may be made here, they are owing entirely to 


* Athanas. ad Afr. Hpise. Hpist. §6. See the passage, c. 10, below. 


TAUGHT CLEARLY IN SCRIPTURE. 239 


our own imperfection and prejudices, while with any 
other guide we have not only our own imperfection and 
prejudices to contend with, but those of our guide too. 

Moreover, whatever weight may be attached by any 
to what the Fathers have delivered, it is allowed by 
all, (as we have already observed,) that as it respects the 
words Scripture only is inspired. This again very strongly 
tends to show that Scripture is the best interpreter of 
Seripture. For other interpreters may make use of 
words very open to an unorthodox meaning, though well 
intended by the writer. While opposing one error, they 
may use words leaning to the opposite, as we have 
already seen to have been continually the case with the 
Fathers. But by a comparison of Scripture with itself, 
we may see the same doctrine expressed in different 
phrases, and illustrated by various allusions, all inspired, 
and therefore free from the least error, or inclination to 
error, if only fairly and honestly taken; and in this 
variety of phrase and illustration we have an inspired 
commentary upon the text whose meaning we are 
seeking. 

Further, as it respects the efficiency of this mode of 
interpretation, we must observe, that all the great doc- 
trines of Christianity (which are those with which we are 
here principally concerned) lie in a small compass, and 
were the great subjects of the Apostles’ preaching. Hav- 
ing, then, four different accounts of our Lord’s life and 
doctrine, and so many Epistles addressed on different 
occasions to various Churches, we have these doctrines 
placed before us in the New Testament in so many various 
ways and different phrases, yet all indited by the omni- 
scient Spirit, that we have ample scope afforded us for 
using with success such a mode of interpretation. Not 
to mention that in the Old Testament also we have an 
adumbration of much that is of the highest moment in 
the Christian faith. Hence it is said by Clement of 
Alexandria, that the Scriptures are to be expounded 
according to “ the ecclesiastical rule,” and “ the eccle- 


240 THE CHRISTIAN RELIGION 


siastical rule,” he tells us, “ is the consent and harmony 
of the Law and the Prophets with the covenant [or, tes- 
tament] delivered by the advent of our Lord.”! And 
any one who looks into the writings of the earliest 
Fathers, will see that this comparison of the statements 
of the two Testaments was one of their chief guides in 
the interpretation of Scripture. 

Nay, we have some remarkable testimonies on this 
head in the writings of some of the Romanists themselves, 
when, forgetting their controversies, they gave utterance 
to their unbiassed judgment. 

Thus Joseph a Costa, the Jesuit, says,— Nothing ap- 
pears to me to explain Scripture equally with Scripture 
itself. Therefore the diligent, attentive, and frequent 
reading and meditation, and collation of the Scriptures, 
always appeared to me the very best of all guides for un- 
derstanding it. For passages of Scripture are best under- 
stood from each other . . . that which is clear explains 
that which is obscure, and that which is certain explains 
that which is doubtful.”* And thus speaks Salmero on 
the Epistles of St. Paul,—< The best rule for understand- 
ing and explaining the more obscure passages of Paul is 
to compare the parallel passages that treat of the same 
subject with one another ; for one elucidates the other.” 3 

Let us test this method of interpreting Scripture by 
Scripture by an example. 

Take the text, “ This is my body .... this is my 
blood of the New Testament.” (Matt. xxvi. 26, 28; 
Mark xiv. 22, 24.) 

Our opponents would here send us to the Fathers, 


1 See ch. 10 below. 

? Nihil perinde Scripturam mihi videtur aperire atque ipsa Scriptura. 
Itaque diligens attenta frequensque lectio tum meditatio et collatio Scriptura- 
rum, omnium summa regula ad intelligendum mihi semper est visa. Nam ex 
aliis Scripturis ali optime intelliguntur . . . obscuram aperta, dubiam certa 
interpretatur. Jos. a Costa. De Christo revel. lib. iii. ¢. 21. 

®° Optima illa regula est ad obscuriores Pauli locos intelligendos et expli- 
candos, si loci similes qui de eadem re edisserunt inter se conferantur, nam 
unus solet alterum illustrare. Salm. sup. Ep. Paul. libr. i. disp. 10. 
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painfully to track out in their works the language which 
they have used respecting the eucharist, and ascertain 
from this source whether the Romanists interpret these 
words rightly or not. Now it will not be denied that the 
Romanists pretend to make out a case from the Fathers 
in favour of their view. So that at once we are met with 
the difficulty of having to decide between the claims of 
the Romanists and Protestants to tradition, while men in 
general are obliged to take the representations of both 
sides on trust, being unable to search through hundreds 
of volumes to ascertain for themselves what is the real 
state of the case. And if we do make the search, most 
men would find themselves, through the obscurities, con- 
tradictions, and exaggerated statements of the Fathers, 
involved in a complete labyrinth, needing a guide conti- 
nually at their elbow. I would be understood, indeed, 
distinctly and firmly to maintain, that the argument from 
antiquity is, to those who are able rightly to estimate the 
evidence upon which it is founded, undeniably against the 
Romish doctrine in this matter. But at the same time, 
from the hyperbolical language and ambiguous terms 
which some of the Fathers have admitted, it is an inquiry 
which might considerably perplex and embarrass an ordi- 
nary reader; nor can it be denied that their injudicious 
language on this subject is calculated to lead even more 
learned readers, predisposed in favour of the doctrine, to 
conclude that it has at least respectable patristical testi- 
mony in its favour. 

But now let the weary inquirer, who perhaps has lost 
his way in this trackless desert, (and let him be an un- 
learned one if you please,) turn to the pages of Scripture. 
His first question (staggered as he must naturally be with 
the notion that the bread and wine he receives at the 
eucharist are the natural and corporeal body and blood of 
Christ) will be, Must these words be thus understood ? 
Are such expressions never used figuratively in Scrip- 
ture? He finds the following passages;—‘‘ I am the 
door of the sheep.” (John x. 7.) “I am the true vine.” 

VOL. II. R 
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(John xv. 1.) “ They drank of that spiritual rock that 
followed them, and that rock was Christ.’ (1 Cor. x. 4.) 
He sees, then, that such expressions are at least some- 
times used in Scripture figuratively, and that the word 
“ Zs,” may mean “ bears the character of,” or, “ repre- 
sents,” or, “is figuratively.” He looks to the context, 
and he finds that, after the consecration of the bread and 
wine, our Lord said ;—‘ This is my blood of the New 
Testament, which is shed for many for the remission of 
sins. But I say unto you, I will not drink henceforth of 
THIS FRUIT OF THE VINE (rourov Tov yerynearog THE aumedov) 
until that day when I drink it new with you in my Fa- 
ther’s kingdom.” (Matt. xxvi. 28, 29.) And again, in 
Mark,—* This is my blood .... I will drink no more 
of the fruit of the vine until,” &e. (Mark xiv. 25.) Then, 
saith our unlearned inquirer, it is still “ the fruit of the 
vine” after consecration, for our Lord himself calls it so 
after he had given his disciples the cup, and pronounced 
the words, “ This is my blood.” 

I know not why our unlearned inquirer should be com- 
pelled to proceed any further in his investigation, but if 
he is desirous of doing so, he will next take the parallel 
passages, and he finds that the expressions used by Luke 
and St. Paul are, “ This is my body,” and, “ This cup is 
the New Testament in my blood.” (Luke xxii. 20; and 
1 Cor. xi. 25.) Now either both of these expressions 
must be understood literally, or both figuratively ; and 
seeing that no one supposes that the cup or that which is 
in it is changed into a testament, neither is the bread 
changed into the body of Christ. In the latter words, 
indeed, there is evidently a double figure, the cup being 
put for that which it contains. And further, in the latter 
passage the bread and wine are three times over said to 
be bread and wine after consecration. “ As often as ye eat 
this bread and drink this eup, &e.;" “ Whosoever shall 
eat this bread and drink this eup, &e.;” “ Let a man 
examine himself, and so let him eat of that bread and 
drink of that cup.” (vv. 26—28.) 
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And the further he carries his search, the more will 
he find this view of the matter confirmed. For in- 
stance, let him compare the text, “ Whoso eateth my 
flesh and drinketh my blood hath eternal life.” (John vi. 
54.) Now if this does not refer to the eucharist, (as many 
think,) then it is evident that we may eat the flesh of 
Christ and drink his blood by an act of the soul, unac- 
companied by any corporal act; but if it does refer to the 
eucharist, then that it is a spiritual eating and drinking, 
and not a corporal, is evident, because many partake of 
the bread and wine in the eucharist who have not eternal 
life. And so, on the same occasion on which our Lord 
inculeated the necessity of thus eating his flesh and drink- 
ing his blood, he shows the figurative character of his 
words when he says, “ He that cometh to me shall never 
hunger, and he that believeth on me shall never thirst,” 
(ver. 35.) 

Lastly, let him view this passage as it stands con- 
nected with the general scheme of Scripture doctrine 
upon the subject. The object for which we “ eat the 
flesh of Christ and drink his blood,” is that we may pos- 
sess that life which he came to bestow upon us. What, 
then, is the testimony of Scripture as to the purpose of 
Christ’s coming, the nature of the life we derive from 
him, and the mode in which we become partakers of it ? 

Scripture tells us that all mankind are in a state of 
spiritual death ; “ dead in trespasses and sins ;” (Eph. ii. 1;) 
dead, as under God’s wrath and condemnation; dead, as 
living in the love and practice of sin; for “she that 
liveth in pleasure,” says the Apostle, “is dead while she 
liveth.” (1 Tim. v. 6.) 

From this spiritual death it tells us that Christ came to 
rescue us; and the life which he brings is spiritual life, 
consisting in (1) the pardon of our sins; for “ you, being 
dead in your sins and the uncircumcision of your flesh, 
hath he quickened together with Christ, having forgiven 
you all trespasses,” (Col. ii. 13;) and (2) a renewal of the 
soul, for we are “created in Christ Jesus unto good 
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works,” (Eph. ii. 10,) and “ if any man be in Christ he is 
a new creature,” (2 Cor. v. 17,) “ renewed in the spirit 
of his mind,” and “ created in righteousness and true 
holiness,” (Eph. iv. 23, 24.) 

But this spiritual life, consisting of pardon and recon- 
ciliation with God, and a renewal to a life of holiness, was 
obtained for us, Seripture tells us, by the offering of the 
flesh and blood of Christ upon the cross. For “ we have 
redemption through his blood.” (Eph. i. 7.) “ When we 
were enemies, we were reconciled to God, by the death of 
his Son.” (Rom. v. 10.) “He hath reconciled us in the 
body of his flesh, through death.” (Col. i. 21, 22.) ‘‘ He 
gave himself for us, that he might redeem us from all in- 
iquity, and purify unto himself a peculiar people, zealous 
of good works.” (Tit. ii. 14.) So that the flesh and blood 
of Christ, offered upon the cross, procured for men these 
blessings. 

Hence we have at once a strong confirmatory argu- 
ment that, seeing it is spiritual life, the life of the soul, 
for which Christ came and was offered, his flesh and 
blood can be food only in a spiritual manner, being food 
for the nourishment of the soul. 

But let us further observe how Scripture itself tells us 
that we obtain these blessings, purchased by Christ’s 
death. It is by faith in that sacrifice as the atonement 
for our sins. Jesus Christ “God hath set forth to bea 
propitiation, through faith in his blood, to declare his 
righteousness for the remission of sins, &e.” (Rom. iii. 25.) 
And saith our Lord, “He that believeth on me, hath 
everlasting life.” (John vi. 47.) Therefore the flesh and 
blood of Christ, offered upon the cross, become life to the 
soul, when we rest upon them by faith, as the foundation 
of our hopes before God. 

Hence the flesh and blood of Christ become, by faith, 
a restorative to the soul, giving it spiritual life and health. 

And to the faithful, taking the bread and wine in a be- 
lieving and thankful remembrance of Christ’s death, the 
flesh and blood of Christ, represented by the bread and 
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wine, are verily and indeed food to their souls ; food truly 
received by them in a spiritual manner, and effectual to 
the nourishment of their souls. For “ he that eateth me, 
even he shall live by me.” (ver. 57.) “ My flesh is meat 
indeed, and my blood is drink indeed.” (ver. 55.) As our 
Church expresses it, “The body and blood of Christ are 
verily and indeed taken and received by the faithful in 
the Lord’s supper ;” (Catech.) and by “ the faithful” only ; 
for “the body of Christ is given, taken, and eaten in the 
supper only after an heavenly and spiritual manner ; and 
the mean whereby the body of Christ is received and 
eaten in the supper, is faith.” (Art. 28.) And he only 
who thus, i.e. by faith, eats the flesh, and drinks the 
blood of Christ, can possess spiritual life. For saith our 
Lord, “ Except ye eat the flesh of the Son of man, and 
drink his blood, ye have no life in you.” (John vi. 53.) 

And our Lord’s observations in this chapter (John vi.) 
show us, as we have already observed, that there may be 
such an eating and drinking, by faith only, without the 
external symbols. And even Romanists themselves con- 
fess that when our Lord speaks in this chapter of eating 
his flesh and drinking his blood, he means “ faith in his 
death.”! 

And this our Church teaches us, in her office for the 
communion of the sick, in these words ;—“If a man, 
either by reason of extremity of sickness, or &c., or any 
other just impediment, do not receive the sacrament of 
Christ’s body and blood, the curate shall instruct him that, 
if he do truly repent him of his sins, and stedfastly be- 
lieve that Jesus Christ hath suffered death upon the cross 
for him, and shed his blood for his redemption, earnestly 
remembering the benefits he hath thereby, and giving 
him hearty thanks therefore, he doth eat and drink the 
body and blood of our Saviour Christ profitably to his 
soul’s health, although he do not receive the sacrament with 
his mouth.” 

But, doubtless, the effectual operation of this spiritual 


1 See Card. Caictan’s Comment. on this passage. 
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food upon the soul may be more especially looked for in 
the celebration of that sacramental rite which is an ordi- 
nance of Christ’s own appointment for the faithful and 
thankful commemoration of his death. 

Now there is nothing in all this beyond the power of 
any man of good common understanding, who will make 
the Bible his study. And such is the clearness and ful- 
ness of the Divine volume, on all important points, that it 
is sometimes found (I appeal to the experience of those 
who have had opportunities of making the observation) 
that a poor unlearned cottager, who has been a diligent 
student of his Bible, may have a firmer hold of truth, and 
a better insight into the genius and doctrines of Chris- 
tianity, than those who have been labouring for years in 
the field of theological study. 

But the misfortune is, that men will not generally thus 
study their Bibles. And no doubt it must be added that 
there are some understandings that need guidance and in- 
struction. Such, also, is the negligence and indifference 
of men in spiritual things, that they need to have the 
truth urgently set before them; to have even that infor- 
mation which is accessible to them, and placed within 
their reach, put, as it were, in their hands, with a call 
upon them to attend to it. 

Here, then, comes in the office of the minister of Christ ; 
and we are thus reminded of an objection sometimes made 
to the views we have been advocating, and the answer to 
it. 

It is objected,— 

If the Scriptures are perspicuous enough to teach the 
faith, then the ministerial office, and all such helps, are 
useless ; but the latter is inconsistent with the declarations 
of Scripture and experience, and therefore the former. 

Here, though the premises are most true, the conclu- 
sion is altogether inconsequent and absurd. The clear- 
ness and fulness of the written word to those who can and 
will make use of it, are far from affecting the value and 
importance of the labours of the minister of Christ. For, 
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not to mention other duties of his office, such as the mi- 
nistration of the sacraments, &c., there are, in the first 
place, children and illiterate persons, who cannot even 
read, and there are a large number,—must I say the ma- 
jority’—who will not read, to be instructed by him. 
Further, there is a large number, whose secular engage- 
ments are allowed to stand in the way of an earnest and 
attentive perusal of Scripture, who therefore need to have 
things plain to the student of Scripture pointed out to 
them. Above all, he has to contend with the corruptions 
and prejudices of human nature, to induce it to receive 
the truths of Scripture as there delivered. The negli- 
gence, the indifference, the prejudices, the voluntary ig- 
norance of men, require all, and more than all, his ener- 
gies. It is his to be the diligent prayerful student of the 
word of God, and point out to men what he finds there. 
It is his to direct and quicken the researches of his flock 
into that sacred volume. It is his to point out what is, 
indeed, accessible to all, by a little attention and study ; 
but which, through indifference and worldly-mindedness, 
needs to be enforced on their attention. 

And in this matter, as far as concerns the articles of faith 
contained in the creed, even Thomas Aquinas will teach 
us better doctrine than our opponents. Speaking of the 
creed, he proposes this objection to be solved ; “ It appears 
that the articles of the faith are placed improperly in a 
creed. For Holy Scripture is the rule of faith, which it 
is not lawful to add to, or take away from. For it is said, 
Deut. 4. ‘Ye shall not add to the word which I speak 
unto you ; neither shall ye take away from it.’ Therefore 
it was unlawful to constitute any creed a rule of faith, 
after the Holy Scripture was published.” To this he re- 
plies as follows ;—“ To this it is to be answered, that the 
truth of the faith is contained in Holy Scripture diffusely, 
and in various ways, and in some obscurely ; so that, to 
extract the truth of the faith from the Holy Scripture, there 
is required long study and exercise ; to which all those to 
whom it is necessary to know the truth of the faith can- 
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not attain, most of whom, being occupied with other bust- 
ness, have no time for study ; and therefore it was necessary 
that, from the declarations of the Holy Scripture, some- 
thing clear should be collected in the way of summary, 
which might be proposed to all for their belief; which 
is not, indeed, added to the Holy Scripture, but rather 
taken from the Holy Scripture.” 

Here, then, no obseurity is supposed but what the 
study of the Scriptures is sufficient to remove; and the 
use of the Church in making the creed is, not to lay 
down articles of faith as from the Scriptures, which men 
studying the Scriptures could not themselves find there, 
but to abridge the time and consideration required for a 
comprehensive view of and search into the Scriptures, 
in aid of those who are oecupied in worldly business. 

And if we go beyond the prime articles of the faith, 
(which, however, be it observed, I do not limit to those in 
the Apostles’ Creed,) who will deny that there are points, 
important points, revealed in Scripture, in which all may 
be much indebted to the labours of those who, at various 
periods of the Church, have, by extensive collation of 
Scripture with itself, by long and deep thought, study, 
and meditation, and doubtless, in many cases, by the 
guidance of the Spirit of God, elucidated the declarations 
of Scripture. It was well said by Gregory the Great, that 
there are in Scripture shallows which a lamb might ford, 
and depths in which an elephant might swim. There 


! ‘Videtur quod inconvenienter articuli fidei in symbolo ponantur. Sacra 
enim Scriptura est regula fidei cui nec addere nec subtrahere licet. Dicitur 
enim Deut. 4. Non addetis ad verbum quod vobis loquor neque auferetis ab 
eo. Ergo illicitum fuit aliquod symbolum constituere quasi regulam fidei post 
sacram Scripturam editam..... Ad primum ergo dicendum, quod veritas 
fidei in sacra Scriptura diffuse continetur et variis modis et in quibusdam ob- 
scure ; ita quod ad eliciendum fidei veritatem ex sacra Scriptura .requiritur 
longum studium et exercitium, ad quod non possunt pervenire omnes illi 
quibus necessarium est cognoscere fidei veritatem, quorum plerique aliis ne- 
gotiis occupati studio vacare non possunt ; et ideo fuit necessarium ut ex sen- 
tentiis sacree Scripture aliquid manifestum summarie colligeretur, quod propo- 
neretur omnibus ad credendum, quod quidem non est additum sacre Scripture, 


sed potius ex sacra Scriptura sumptum. Tuom. Ag. Summ, Theolog. Sec. 
sec. q. 1, art. 9. ed. Paris, 1631, 
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are many passages in which we need all the helps we can 
obtain; and after all, perhaps, notwithstanding “ tradi- 
tion,’ must remain uncertain of their meaning. 

Nor is it one of the least uses of pastoral teaching, and 
commentaries upon the Scriptures, to rescue them from 
the misinterpretations to which, from various causes, and 
especially from the corrupt prejudices of the natural mind, 
they have been subjected; and to the influence of which 
all are more or less exposed. The mind is often prepos- 
sessed at an early age in favour of incorrect views; and 
most come to the Scriptures rather to confirm their pre- 
conceived notions, than to learn the truth from the word 
of God; and, alas! with minds in which, beyond the erro- 
neous ideas that may have been instilled by others, there 
are sure to be, more or less, many innate prejudices to 
operate against the reception of the truth. It is of great 
importance, then, that the objections, difficulties, and mis- 
interpretations that have been, or are likely to be, raised 
by the natural mind, should be cleared away, that the 
truth may be more easily seen. 

Hence, moreover, the importance of that confirmation 
of the truth, which we derive from the writings of the 
Fathers, the creeds, confessions, and Conciliar determina- 
tions of the early Church. However clearly the truth 
may be laid down in Scripture, the prejudices of the 
natural mind, as well as the various discordant inter- 
pretations given to it, throw difficulties in the way of 
its reception. Both these causes will tend to create 
self-distrust ; and the latter to produce perplexity. A 
consciousness, then, of a liability to be deceived, will na- 
turally and properly make the humble and sincere en- 
quirer after truth anxious to know how others have un- 
derstood it. He will be desirous of hearing the explana- 
tions which may be offered by those whose opinion he 
respects ; or who, like the early Fathers, might have had 
some facilities which he does not possess, for learning the 
right interpretation of Scripture. In a word, he will 
seek for a confirmation of his view of Scripture truth, 
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from the writings of the best and wisest of those who 
have, at various times, been received as teachers in the 
Church; and if he can find no such confirmation in an 
important article of faith, he will justly be led to question 
the correctness of his deductions from Scripture in the 
matter. 

Such writings, then, will be of essential service in coun- 
teracting the tendencies of corrupt prejudices, in show- 
ing the incorrectness of plausible misinterpretations, in 
pointing out the truth to those who care not to study the 
Scriptures in order to learn it; and as a continual check 
upon the presumption and extravagance of the human 
imagination. 

We are far indeed, then, from depreciating the value 
and importance of ministerial labours, and the treasures 
of sound instruction to be found in the ecclesiastical writers 
of former times ; but we, at the same time, hold, that when 
God has spoken, man is responsible to God for believing 
and acting upon what God appears to him to have said. 
And we hold that the best expositor of the difficulties of 
Scripture, is Scripture. 

Nor is there any ground for the charge of presumption 
which our opponents are so fond of making against indi- 
viduals who assume to themselves the right of judging 
what is the meaning of Scripture in the fundamental 
articles of the faith ; for they forget that there is hardly a 
single point upon which the authority of doctors and 
councils may not readily be quoted for views directly at 
variance with each other. 

The only other objection of any weight to the view for 
which we here contend, is the following. 

It is said,— 

Men differ about the meaning of the Scriptures, or, as 
it is sometimes stated, The Scriptures do not teach the 
truth so as to prevent men from erring; and therefore 
they are not clear, not perspicuous enough to teach the 
faith. 

On this plea I have already had occasion to offer some 


TAUGHT CLEARLY IN SCRIPTURE. 251 


remarks; but as it is one of the great arguments of our 
opponents, I feel called upon to revert to it in this its 
most appropriate place. 

If this be a solid objection, then it follows that nothing 
ean be clear about which men disagree. Are our oppo- 
nents prepared to venture such an assertion? Are they 
prepared to say that when St. John says, “The Word was 
made flesh,” the denial of the incarnation by some here- 
tics shows that Scripture is obscure on this point; or that 
when he says, ‘“‘ The Word was God,” the denial by some 
of the divinity of the Son in any sense, shows that Scrip- 
ture is obscure on that point? Are they prepared to say 
that our Lord did not give clear evidence of his divine 
mission, because men disagreed about it ? 

In fact, our opponents may be confuted in this matter 
by their own admissions. For they allow that the sense of 
Scripture is clear when it is pointed out.1. But men differ 
about the meaning as much after it has been thus pointed 
out as before. Consequently, according to their own 
statements, the fact that men differ in such a matter is no 
proof that the truth is not clearly delivered. 

Indeed, if nothing be plain about which men disagree, 
then it is not plain that Christianity itself came from 
God, for many do not believe that it did. 

A man may shut his eyes at noon day, and declare that 
he cannot see the sun; but this is no proof that it is 
doubtful whether the sun shines or not, nor does it show 
that further light is necessary to enable us to see the sun. 
And there are various ways in which the eyes of the mind 
may be shut to the truth, when it is shining upon us in 
its full strength. They may be shut by the natural cor- 
ruption of our hearts; by that worldly-minded spirit 
that leaves us a prey to the god of this world, who blinds 
the minds of those who believe not, lest the light of the 
glorious gospel of Christ should shine unto them; by pre~ 
judices against the truth; by negligence in availing our- 


! Newm, Lect. p. 165, 
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selves of the instruction given ; by apathy and indifference ; 
and, lastly, they are shut to any saving view of the truth 
by that self-confidence which makes us depend upon our 
own strength and imaginations, and neglect earnest 
prayer for that Divine aid and illumination which can 
alone enable us to receive the truth in the love of it. It 
is not “ tradition,” or any teaching of the Church, that 
can make men understand and receive the faith. The 
cause of their non-reception of it is not in the obscurity 
of the Scriptures, but in the state of their own minds; 
and as long as that remains the same, they will warp 
the Scriptures, and the Fathers too if they think it 
worth their while, to their own views and notions. ° Is it 
a remark bordering upon severity to say, that those who 
misinterpret the Scriptures on fundamental points, must 
be culpable in one or more of the ways above alluded to? 
He must have a high idea of human nature who can find 
fault with the remark on that ground. 

The objections commonly made to the views advocated 
in this chapter may, I believe, be all summed up in the 
two we have just noticed. With these observations, then, 
I leave them with the reader. 

We shall see, in the following chapters, that in the re- 
marks here made as to the clearness of Scripture in all 
vital points, and its being the best expositor of itself, I 
am only taking the ground which has been occupied 
before me by some of the best and wisest both of antient 
and modern divines. 

Before proceeding further, however, I will here add 
the testimonies of two learned divines of our Church on 
the subject. 

The first is from Dr. Chaloner, written in the time of 
James I. It is in reply to the Popish objection, How 
can we know the sense and meaning of Scripture but by 
the exposition of the Church? “TI answer,” he says, 
“that although all places of the Scripture are not alike 
perspicuous, as all are not alike necessary to salvation, 
yet for the opening of the sense thereof, so far as is be- 
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hoofefull for his Church, God is the best interpreter of 
his own meaning, expounding outwardly one place of the 
word by another, and inwardly both opening one’s eyes 
to discern and inclining one’s heart to assent unto the 
truth. As for those who cannot see but with the Pope’s 
spectacles, and pretend the Scriptures to be everywhere 
throughout so overshadowed with a mist that nothing pre- 
sents itself clearly to their view, I wonder the less at them, 
because their blindness is such that they cannot see to 
serve God without burning tapers and lighted candles at 
noon day.” } 

The second is from the pen of one of the most able of 
our modern prelates, Bishop Horsley, with which I shall 
conclude this chapter: “ It should be arule,” he says, 
“* with every one who would read the Holy Scriptures 
with advantage and improvement, to compare every text 
which may seem either important for the doctrine it may 
contain, or remarkable for the turn of the expression, 
with the parallel passages in other parts of Holy Writ ; 
that is, with the passages in which the subject matter is 
the same, the sense equivalent, or the turn of the expres- 


sion similar... . Particular diligence should be used 
in comparing the parallel texts of the Old and the New 
Testaments .... It is incredible to any one, who has 


not in some degree made the experiment, what a pro- 
ficiency may be made in that knowledge which maketh 
wise unto salvation, by studying the Scriptures in this 
manner, without any other commentary or exposition 
than what the different parts of the Sacred Volume mu- 
tually furnish for each other. J will not scruple to assert, 
that the most illiterate Christian, if he can but read his 
English Bible, and will take the pains to read it in this 
manner, will not only attain all that practical knowledge 
which is necessary to his salvation, but, by God’s blessing, 
he will become learned in everything relating to his religion 
in such a degree, that he will not be liable to be misled 


1 Credo ecclesiam, &c, ed, 1638. pp, 105—7. 
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either by the refined arguments or by the false assertions of 
those who endeavour to engraft their own opinion upon the 
oracles of God. He may safely be ignorant of all philo- 
sophy, except what is to be learned from the sacred 
books, which indeed contain the highest philosophy 
adapted to the lowest apprehensions. He may safely re- 
main ignorant of all history, except so much of the history 
of the first ages of the Jewish and of the Christian Church 
as is to be gathered from the canonical books of the Old 
and New Testament. Let him study these in the manner 
I recommend, and let him never cease to pray for the 
illumination of that Spirit by which these books were dic- 
tated ; and the whole compass of abstruse philosophy and 
recondite history shall furnish no argument with which 
the perverse will of man shall be able to shake this 
learned Christian’s faith. The Bible thus studied will 
indeed prove to be wHat WE PRoTESTANTS ESTEEM IT, A 
CERTAIN AND SUFFICIENT RULE OF FAITH AND PRACTICE, a 
helmet of salvation, which alone may quench the fiery 
darts of the wicked.” ! 


! Horsley’s Nine Sermons on the Resurrection and other subjects, Serm. 5. 
Serm. ed. 1829, vol. ii. pp. 373—=5. 


CHAPTER X. 


THE DOCTRINE OF THE FATHERS ON THE SUBJECT OF 
THIS WORK. 


SECT. I.—PRELIMINARY REMARKS, 


In proceeding to review the sentiments of the Fathers 
on the subject of this work, I would offer in the first 
place a few general remarks, that may tend to assist the 
reader in forming a right judgment of them. 

It is always difficult to give, by a few brief extracts, 
any correct notion of the full spirit and force of a writer’s 
testimony to a point like that before us, in which his 
views are very much shown by the general tone of his 
remarks, and the whole course of his arguments. And 
it is still more difficult in the present case, from the mis- 
interpretation to which the works of the Fathers have 
been subjected from the Romanists and our opponents. 

Before I proceed further, therefore, I would caution 
the reader against allowing himself to be misled by sen- 
tences taken apart from their context, or phrases used in 
common by the Fathers and our opponents, but with a 
different meaning. 

For instance, it is easy to find, in the works of the 
Fathers, as in the Catholic writers of later times, an 
appeal to the writers that preceded them, in confirmation 
of the orthodoxy of the doctrine they are inculcating. 
And these appeals are sometimes most incorrectly cited 
as proofs of their having maintained the pseudo-catholic 
notion that the Fathers are the authorized interpreters of 
Scripture, and patristical tradition a practically infallible 
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informant; whereas it will almost invariably be found, 
where such passages are examined, that the doctrine has 
been placed altogether upon the foundation of Scripture 
testimony, and the appeal to preceding writers in confir- 
mation of it, made only with the view of showing that 
such an exposition of Scripture was no novelty, but not 
as if the testimony of a few ecclesiastical writers could be 
taken as an infallible expounder of God’s word, or per se 
necessary to the right interpretation of it, on account of 
its imperfection and obscurity. 

Another misinterpretation to which the writings of the 
Fathers have been subjected, (to which we have already 
alluded!,) and which has been more useful than any 
other to the pseudo-catholic cause, is the perversion of the 
meaning of the word “ tradition,” as used by the Fathers. 
The writings of the Romanists in particular abound with 
citations from the Fathers in which the whole force of 
the passage depends upon the meaning of this word, and 
where an examination of the context shows that it is 
Scripture to which the writer is referring; and thus, not 
unfrequently, the quotation which appears the most forci- 
ble to a superficial reader, turns out to be not only no 
evidence of what it is cited to prove, but precisely an 
evidence of the contrary. And, as we have already seen, 
our opponents have followed them in this, so that Mr. 
Newman has actually quoted a passage of Athanasius in 
defence of his views, which is diametrically opposed to them. 
In the former part of this work, I have given several 
passages in proof of what we are here maintaining, 
namely, that the word “tradition” is frequently used in 
the Fathers in reference to Scripture. But as the point 
is of considerable importance, I will here add some further 
proofs of it, in order to show its constant use by them in 
this sense. 

Thus Origen says,—“ If any arrogant person chooses 
to slight or despise the declarations of the Apostles, let 

1 See vol. i. pp. 8, 69, 70, 74, 75. 


2 Vol. i. pp. 74, 5. 
3 See vol. i. pp. 8, 69, 70, 74—76. 
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him look to it himself. I for my part think it right to 
cleave close, as to God and our Lord Jesus Christ, so 
also to his Apostles, and to inform myself from the Di- 
vine Scriptures according to their own tradition.’ 

Thus, also, Pope Felix III. says, “ Observe, disciples 
of Christ and my children, the traditions which ye have 
received from the Divine Scriptures.” 2 

So Gregory Nyssen (already quoted) says, “ It is be- 
lieved . . . from the tradition of the Scriptures.” 

So Cyril of Jerusalem says, “ Hold the traditions which 
ye now receive,” * where, as his learned editor, Milles, 
observes, the word traditions refers to what he had just 
set before his hearers from the Scriptures. 

So Cyprian (already quoted) frequently speaks of our 
Lord’s words recorded in the Gospels, under the name of 
“ the Dominical tradition ;” 5 and elsewhere, on the ques- 
tion of the rebaptization of heretics, exhorts (in similar 
language to the passage above quoted from him) a return 
to “ the Evangelical testimony and the Apostolical tradi- 
tion,’® meaning the Gospels of the Evangelists and the 
Epistles of the Apostles.’ 


! Si quis vero arrogantia tumidus Apostolica dicta contemnit aut spernit 
ipse viderit. Mihi autem, sicut Deo et Domino nostro Jesu Christo, ita et 
Apostolis ejus adherere bonum est, et ex Divinis Scripturis secundum ipso- 
rum traditionem intelligentiam capere. In Levit. hom. 7. § 4. Tom, ii. 
p. 224. 

2 dbudatete, Xpiorov mabynrau, euov Se vior, Tas mapadoceis as mapehaBere aro 
Tov Oewy ypapwy. Furtix III. Papa (fl. 483) in Epist. ad Petrum Fullonem 
Ep. Antioch. sub fin. ; Concil. ed. Paris. 1671. Tom. iv. p. 1070. 

° Tlemioreurat ek Te THS KoWNS BrodAnews, Kal EK THS TWY Ypapwy Tapadocews. 
Gree. Nyss. De anim. et resurr. Tom. ii. p. 644. Ed. 1615. 

* Kpare:re Tas mapadoces as vuy mapaAauBavere. Catech. 5. § 8, Ed. 
Milles, p. 76. See the note of Milles in loc. 

5 Traditio Dominica. See his Ep. ad Cecil. Ep. 63. Ed. Pamel. 

© Quare si rejectis humane contentionis erroribus, ad Evangelicam aucte- 
ritatem atque ad Apostolicam traditionem sincera et religiosa fide revertamur, 
intelligemus, &c. Ep.ad Jubaianum, circa med. Ep. 73. Ed. Pamel, 

7 For the use of the word tradition by the Fathers, see also Inmn. ady. her, 
lib. ili. c. 25, p. 256, ed. Grab. (the word is also used, pp. 129, 131, 185 and 
199); Crem. AEx. Strom. pp. 806 and 896. ed. Potter (al. pp. 679 and 762) ; 
Cyrniti. Avex. De recta fide ad Theodos.. Tom. v. P.2. p. 15. ed. Aubert. ; 
Orieun. In Matth, tom. x. § 17. Op. vol. iii. p. 462, ed. Ben. 
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The description of the New Testament, occurring in 
these words of Cyprian, was one in very common use with 
the Fathers. Thus we find the Bible frequently referred 
to under the title, “The Law, the Prophets, the Evange- 
lists, and the Apostles,” as by Hippolytus,t Gregory of 
Neocesarea,? Cyril of Jerusalem, Epiphanius,* Salvian,” 
and Hilary.6 So the New Testament is referred to by 
Origen,’ and Ephrem Syrus,® as “the Evangelical and 
Apostolical sayings,” by Hilary as “the Evangelical and 
Apostolical institutes,” 9 and similarly by Gregory of 
Neocesarea ; !° just as in the passages formerly referred 
to it is called “the evangelical and apostolical tradi- 
tions.” The Gospels are referred to by Theophilus of 
Antioch and Cornelius as “the evangelical voice ;” !* by 


' Nopov, mpopntas, evaryyeAtotas, amootoAous. Hippou. De antichrist. § 58. 
Ed. Fabr. vol. i. p. 28. 

2 Grecor. Neocas. In Annune. Serm. ii. p. 19. ed. Par. 1622. 

3 Oux érepoy wey ev Nouw kar Tipopnrais, érepoy de ev EvuryyeAtois kar Amoo- 
TOAOIS, OAM Ev EOTL KUL TO AUTO TIvevpwa GryLoy To ev MaAdaa Kat Kain Aradnicn 
Tas Qetas AaAnouy ypapas. CyritL. Hirros, Cat. 17. § 3. ed. Milles, 
p. 243, 

4 Ou povoy ek rw EvayyeAikov kat ArooToAutwy « . . aAAa Kat ex Nopov kat 
Tpopytwy. Evie. Adv. her. h, 31.§ 15. tom.i. pp. 181, 2.—O7: eos eis 
jew ev Now kat ev Mpopntas Kat ev EvaryyeAois kar Amooroaois, ev Tada 
Kat Kawn Aradnkn, kexnpuetat, Ip. ib. Exp, fid. Cath. § 18. tom.i.p. 1101. 

> Legem, Prophetas, Evangelium et Apostolicas lectiones. Sanvran. De 
Gubern. Dei. lib. iii. p. 45. 

6 Dilatis igitur . . . Hvangelicis atque Apostolicis preeconiis, omnis in- 
terim nobis de Lege et Prophetis adversus impios pugna sit. Hlmar. De 
Trin. lib. v. § 6. col. 858. Ed. Ben. 

7 Tey evayyeAioy kat Twy amooTOALK@V dwywy. OrRIG. contr. Cels. lib. iii. 
§$ 15. tom. i. p. 457. 

8 Diem semper adventus Domini predictum Propheticis et Evangelicis 
atque Apostolicis vocibus contempleris. Keur. Svr. De Peenit. tom. ili. p. 599. 

° Evangelicis atque Apostolicis institutis. Himar. De Trin. lib. iv. § 1. col. 
827. See also § 5, col. 829 and lib. vi. § 8. col. 882. Also Tract. in Psalm. 
§ 23. col. 38. 

10 “Oray avaywwoKeTat TO evayyeAtov, 9 arooToALKoy, wn Tporxns Tw BIBAW, 
k.T.X. Gree, Nzocas. In Annunc. Serm. ii. p. 19. 

Mt See vol. i. pp. 74, 5. 

2H evaryyeAus own. THropn. Ad. Autol. lib. iii, § 13. ed. Ben. p. 388. 
ed. Col, 1686. p. 126. Sequentes evangelicam vocem dicentem, Beatos esse 


puros corde quoniam ipsi Deum videbunt. Cornex. Ep. ad Cypr. ap. Cypr. 
Epist. 49. ed. Fell, 
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Epiphanius as “ the evangelical witness ;” ' by Theo- 
doret as “the evangelical declarations ;”* by Gregory 
Nyssen as “ the evangelical sayings ;”* “ the evangelical 
teaching,” * “the teaching of the gospel,”’® just as in the 
passage of Athanasius already referred to they are called 
“the evangelical tradition.”® And, in like manner, the 
Apostolical Epistles are referred to by Gregory of Neo- 
cesarea, under the title of “the Apostolical teaching.” 7 

And hence we may see the meaning of a passage in 
Epiphanius, (which the Romanists have as usual misre- 
presented) and add another example to the foregoing as 
to the use of the word “tradition.” Epiphanius at the 
close of his work against heresies, having noticed many 
usages that were received in the Church, adds, “ But as it 
respects the other mysteries, namely concerning baptism 
and the more sacred mysteries, they are observed accord- 
ing as the tradition of the Gospel and the Apostles di- 
rects ;’® where the reference is clearly to the New Testa- 
ment, and an important testimony is afforded us as to the 
source whence Epiphanius considered our instructions for 
the celebration of the sacraments should be derived. 

These passages may serve to put us on our guard 
against the representations of the Romanists and our op- 
ponents, as they clearly show us that the Fathers have 
been grievously misquoted, and their meaning often alto- 
gether perverted. When the Fathers speak of “the 
Apostolical tradition,” or “ the tradition of the Apostles,” 
they are almost always referring to the Scriptures of the 
Apostles. 

' EvayyeAtcn poprupia, EPirHan. ady. her. tom. i. p. 935. 

? Evayyerucay knpuvywarev, Tuxopor. Her. Fab. lib. v. c. 22.tom. iv. p. 452. 

8 EvayyeAucov pwvov. Greco. Nyss. Prowm. in Cant. vol. i. p. 471. 
ed. 1615. 

1 Ts evaryyedinns di8ackaras. Ib. p. 473. 

5 Tys Tov evaryyediov didackaAias. Ip. De anim. et resurr, tom. ii. p. 639. 

& See vol.i. pp. 74, 5. 

7H amooroAuKn SiSackadra. In Annune. Serm. ii. p. 19. 

8 Ta de akAa puvornpiu sept AovTpov Kat Twy evdoOev uvoTNpiwoy, ws EXEL 1 


mapadoois Tov Te EvaryyeAiou kat Tov AmooroAwy, oirws emcredcrrat. Epien. 
ady. her. Expos. fid. cath. § 22. tom. i. pp. 1105, 6. 
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And to this we may add that when they speak of “ the 
tradition of the Fathers,” they are sometimes referring to 
something which those Fathers gathered from Scripture. 
For thus speaks Basil; “ That therefore which our fathers 
said, that also we say ..... But it is not sufficient for 
us, that this is the tradition of the Fathers; for they also 
followed the mind of Scripture, taking their first princi- 
ples from those testimonies which we just now placed 
before you from the Scripture.” And to this other in- 
stances might be added. 

In short the word tradition is often used, not to denote 
anything which has come down by successional delivery 
from the Apostles, but merely as equivalent to the teaching 
or doctrine of the persons referred to. Thus Polycrates 
speaks of having observed Easter “according to the tra- 
dition of my relations,’* where the word “tradition” is 
translated by Jerome by the word teaching or doctrine.* 
There are, indeed, few passages of the Fathers in which, 
considering the sense usually affixed by the moderns to 
the word “ traditions,” the meaning of wapadosere would 
not be more accurately conveyed by translating it doc- 
trines or instructions. 

Ishall now, then, endeavour to show more particularly 
that on all the five points in which we have summed up 
the views of our opponents,* the weight of patristical tes- 


1 “Onep edeyov Towuy of marepes juwy, Kau Nuers Acyouey . . . AAX ov TovTo 
ip elapiet, drt Tov TaTEpwy y Tapadoais’ Kaxewvor yap Tw BovAnuart THs Tpa- 
Pns nkorovdynoay, ck TwY LapTUpL@Y as puxpw mpocbev tu ex THs Tpapns Tape 
Geucba Tas apxas AuBovres. Bastt. De Sp. 8. c. 7. tom. ili. p. 13. ed. Ben. 

> Kara wapadoow Tay ovyyevov pov. Poxyor, in uses. Hist. Eccl. v. 24, 
or, Routh. Reliq. 8. vol. i. p. 371. 

* Secundum doctvinam propinquorum meorum. See Routh. Relig. 8. 
Vol, i. ps ofl. : 

4 Which are as follows (as given vol. i. pp. 37, 8) ;— 

1. That consentient patristical tradition or “catholic consent” is an un- 
written Word of God, a divine informant in religion, and consequently en- 
titled as to its substance to equal respect with the Holy Scriptures. 

2. That such tradition is consequently a part of the divinely-revealed rule 
of faith and practice. 

3. That it is a necessary part of the divine rule of faith and practice on 
account of the defectiveness of Scripture, for that 
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timony is incomparably in our favour. I say, the weight 
of patristical testimony, as I make no pretensions to the 
consent of all the Fathers on these or any other points, 
still less to so clear and consistent a testimony from all of 
them in our favour as would alone entitle us to claim that 
consent. And should there even be found, in some of 
those from whom we shall hereafter quote, observations 
in other parts of their works which appear not altogether 
consistent with what they have clearly expressed in the 
passages we have cited, still if our views are evidently 
maintained by them in those passages, and the principle 
there contended for, shall appear, upon that examination 
which we challenge, consistent with the general tone of 
their remarks and mode of arguing, then such apparent 
inconsistency, however it may be accounted for, is not 
sufficient to make such authors our opponents; or even to 
deprive us of the evidence in our favour afforded by the 
passages we shall quote; especially when we consider 
that the testimony given in our favour is in general ex- 
pressed in a direct recognition of the claims of Scripture. 
It is but what we might expect from human nature that 
voluminous authors, especially those engaged in various 
controversies, may appear sometimes to have spoken 
somewhat inconsistently with that which they have plainly 
expressed elsewhere. And we must ever recollect how 
their works have been exposed to corruption, and the op- 


(1) Though it does not reveal to us any fundamental articles of faith or 
practice not noticed in Scripture, Holy Scripture containing, that is giving hints 
or notices of, all the fundamental articles of faith and practice, it is yet a ne- 
cessary part of the divine rule of faith and practice as the interpreter of Scrip- 
ture, and as giving the full development of many points, some of which are 
fundamental, which are but imperfectly developed in Scripture, and 

(2) It is an important part of that rule as conveying to us various im- 
portant divinely-revealed doctrines and rules not contained in Scripture. 

4, That it is a necessary part of the divine rule of faith and practice, be- 
cause of the obscurity of Scripture even in some of the fundamental articles, 
which makes Scripture insufficient to teach us even the fundamentals of faith 
and practice. 

5. That it is only by the testimony of patristical tradition that we are as- 
sured of the inspiration of Scripture, what books are canonical, and the 
genuineness of what we receive as such. 
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portunity afforded to heretics and pseudo-catholies of all 
kinds to palm upon the world spurious and corrupted 
works in their name. 

And as it respects the general character of their views 
on the subject, it is admitted by Mr. Newman himself that 
while upon the supposition of their holding the views he 
advocates (which he takes it for granted they did), it is 
difficult to see why they should not have made “ tradi- 
tion” a sufficient informant in matters of necessary faith, 
independent of Scripture, yet they did not do so;+ a 
tolerably clear proof that he has altogether misappre- 
hended the mind of the Fathers. 

Nor, indeed, is it easy to see why the early Church, if 
it held the views of our opponents, should have been so 
eareful and diligent as we find it to have been in multi- 
plying the copies of the Scriptures, translating them into 
all languages, and circulating them as the gospel of our 
salvation. The Divine Scripture, Augustine tells us, was 
diffused far and wide by the various translations made of 


it that it might become known to the nations to their 
salvation.® 


SECT. 11.—ON THE TRACTATORS’ DOCTRINE OF CATHOLIC 
CONSENT BEING A DIVINE INFORMANT SUPPLEMENTARY 
TO AND INTERPRETATIVE OF SCRIPTURE. 


Ir is obvious that where so important a doctrine is held 
as that Scripture is but an obscure and imperfect inform- 
ant even on the highest points of faith, and that our inter- 
pretation of it must be gathered from the consentient tes- 
timony of the whole primitive Church as a practically 
infallible witness of the oral teaching of the Apostles, we 
may expect it to be brought forward in a very direct way, 
and to occupy a prominent place in the instructions of 


' Lect. pp. 342, 3. See vol. i. pp. 558, 9. 


* Innotesceret gentibus ad salutem. Aue. De doctr. Christ. lib. ii. ¢. 5. 
Op. tom. iii. col. 21. 
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those who maintain it. If, then, the Fathers generally 
had held this doctrine, we should surely not have been 
left to gather it by inferences from passages only in- 
directly bearing upon it, but have had it distinctly 
placed before us as a necessary direction for our guid- 
ance. But it is undeniable that the Fathers generally 
have given us no such direction. If they had, we should 
not have been sent to Vincent, a monk of Lerins, as the 
great authority for this doctrine, but to some earlier and 
more estimable writer; though, by the way, even Vincent 
himself (as we shall show presently) is not answerable for 
all that our opponents have stretched his rule to mean. 

There are, indeed, (as we have already had occasion to 
observe) appeals made by Irenzus, Tertullian and Origen, 
to the consent of the Apostolical Churches in favour of 
certain doctrines ; and that consent they urge as a sufli- 
cient testimony to show that such doctrines were preached 
by the Apostles. How far these appeals support our 
opponents’ cause we shall consider when we come to re- 
view the statements of those authors under our next head, 
and hope to show that they are altogether inadequate 
for that purpose. 

Moreover, it is evident that some of those who lived 
near the times of the Apostles received the reports of in- 
dividuals as sufficient testimony of the oral tradition of the 
Apostles on various points. Thus, for instance, we are 
referred by Ireneus to such reports in proof of the apo- 
stolicity of the doctrine he advocated on the subject of 
the millennium. And statements are made by others 
on other points respecting the oral teaching of the 
Apostles, grounded upon similar testimony. But it was 
soon found even at that early period that. a ready en- 
trance was thus afforded into the Church-to errors of all 
kinds. We have already shown that even the catholic 
Fathers were led into error by such reports. And the 
heretics frequently made them the foundation of their 
extravagances. It was on this account, indeed, chiefly, 
namely from the heretics pleading a private tradition of 
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this kind in proof of the apostolicity of their errors, that 
the early Fathers appealed to the tradition of the aposto- 
lical churches in support of the orthodox faith. The 
Fathers did not point to this tradition as anything supple- 
mentary to Scripture, nor ever dreamed of saying that the 
Scripture needed such tradition as its interpreter, for, on 
the contrary, they always referred to Scripture as mani- 
festly and clearly teaching their doctrine, but only as an 
additional proof in favour of the orthodox faith in a few 
of the most elementary points, to those who pretended a 
“ tradition” from the Apostles coming to them through 
certain individuals in favour of their errors; and who 
said (as Ireneus tells us) that without a knowledge of 
that tradition Scripture could not be rightly interpreted. 

So thought our opponents’ own witnesses Bishop Pa- 
trick! and Bishop Taylor. The words of the latter are so 
well worth the consideration of our opponents that I will 
here subjoin them. 

“In the first ages of the Church, the Fathers disputing 
with heretics did oftentimes urge against them the con- 
stant and universal tradition of the Church; and it was 
for these reasons—1. Because the heretics denied the 
Scriptures ... 2. The heretics did rely upon this topic 
for advantage, and would be tried by tradition, as hoping 
because there were in several churches contrary customs 
there might be differing doctrines, or they might plau- 
sibly be pretended; and therefore the Fathers had reason 
to urge tradition and to wrest it from their hands who 
would fain have used it ill. . . .. To such as these there 
were but two ways of confutation; one was, which they 
most insisted upon, that the Holy Scriptures were a per- 
fect rule of faith and manners, and that there was No NEED 
OF ANY OTHER TRADITION; the other, that the traditions 
which they pretended were false ; and that the contrary 
was the doctrine which all the Churches of God did preach 
always. Now thus far tradition was useful to be pleaded ; 
that is, though the heretics would not admit the doctrine 


! See his Treatise on Tradition. 
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of Christianity as it was consigned in Scripture, yet they 
might be convinced that this was the doctrine of Chris- 
tianity, because it was also preached by all bishops and 
confessed by all churches.” } 

In the Catholic Church itself that doctrine, which in 
one age had been through such reports attributed to the 
Apostles, I mean the millennial doctrine of Ireneeus and 
others, was in another spoken of as the offspring of igno- 
rance and folly. 

It is evident, then, that many at least of the Fathers, 
even if they chose to avail themselves of such reports 
where they were consonant with their own views, did not 
in the abstract regard such testimony as of any authority. 
Nor, indeed, do the Tractators themselves appear to con- 
tend for the authority of “ traditions” so derived. 

The only testimonies that could be adduced in support 
of the doctrine of our opponents would be such as de- 
clared that in all important points there was a universal 
consent among all the teachers of the Catholic Church, 
and appealed to such consent as a “ practically infallible” 
informant of the oral teaching of the Apostles. 

I shall now, then, proceed to point out some passages 
in various of the early Fathers showing that the doctrine 
of the Tractators was not recognized by them. A more 
stringent proof perhaps will be found in the positive state- 
ments occurring under our next head as to the claims of 
Scripture, but it may be desirable to show first, that the 
notion of catholic consent being a divine informant sup- 
plementary to and interpretative of Scripture, and forming 
a necessary part of the rule of faith even in the highest 
points, was altogether unknown to them. 


JUSTIN MARTYR. (fl. a. 140.) 


Can we suppose, for instance, that Justin Martyr held 
such a view, who says, “There are some I admitted of 
our community (yevovc) who confess that he [Jesus] is 
Christ, but affirm that he is a man, born of men; with 

1 Taylor’s Rule of Conse. ii. 3. 14. Works, xiii. 116, 
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whom I do not agree, nor should I even if the great ma- 
jority of those who are of my own religion should say so, 
since we are commanded by Christ himself to be ruled 
by, not the doctrines of men, but those preached by the 
blessed prophets and taught by him.” 1 


OriceEn (fl a. 230.) 


Let us proceed to Origen. We have already noticed 
the creed which he considered himself able to establish, 
by the consent of the Apostolical Churches at that 
time.? So much, then, we will leave for the pre- 
sent undisputed. But does this embrace all the vital 
articles of the faith? No; for Origen himself was un- 
orthodox as to some of the highest. This creed, as it 
respects any of the questions now at issue in the Church, 
is practically useless. And as to anything beyond this, 
Origen not only makes no claim for the consent of the 
various Churches, but expressly speaks of it as open 
ground. And in his reply to Celsus he says, “ Celsus re- 
marks that they [i. e. the earliest Christians] were all of 
one mind; not observing in this, that from the very be- 
ginning there were differences among believers respecting the 
meaning of the books that were believed to be divine.”? And 
further on, accounting for the variety of sects among 
Christians, of which Celsus had complained, he says that 
this arose “from many of the learned among the heathen 
being desirous of understanding the Christian faith ; from 
which it followed that, from their understanding differ- 
ently the words which were believed by all to be divine, 
there arose heresies, taking their names from those who 
were struck with the first principles of the word, but were 
somehow moved by some probable reasons to entertain 


! Evot tives, @ PiAol, EAeYyoY, amo TOU TMETEpov yevous OmodotyouvTES avToOV 
Xpiotov evo, avOpwrov de ef avOpwrwv yevouevov amopatvomevor ois ov cuvTi- 
Oewat, ovs av mrEeteToL TUVTA pol dogacavTes ElToLev’ ererdn ovK avOpwretots Bi- 
Sarymact kexeAcvopeba tm’ avrov Tov Xpiotov wedecbut, adda Tors dia Tov pa- 
Kopiwr mpopntwv KnpuxPeot Kat d¢ avtov b.daxGeacr. Just. Marr. Dial. 
cum Tryph. § 48, pp. 144, 5. ed. Ben. (ed. Col. p. 267.) 

2 See vol. i. pp. 226 &s. 3 See vol. i. p, 311, 
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different views of it, one from another.”! Clearly, then, 
Origen knew nothing of that traditive interpretation of 
Scripture, delivered by Catholic consent, which our op- 
ponents pretend to find sixteen centuries later. And as 
to the state of the Church in Origen’s own time, he him- 
self tells us, “‘ Many of those who profess to believe in 
Christ, disagree, not only in small points, and those of no 
moment, but also in important points, and those of the 
highest moment.”? And this difference of opinion existed 
among those who were in the Catholic Church; for again 
he says,—“ I wish that those only who are without the 
Church were deceived ; it would be easy to avoid the se- 
duction. But now they who profess to belong to the 
Church, are deceived and misled, even on the necessary 
points ; as their dissension is a witness. Since even those 
who are within the Church are misled .... It is bad 
to find any one erring in points of morals; but I think it 
is much worse to err in doctrines, and not to hold that 
doctrine which is agreeable to the most true rule of the 
Seripiures . Ts Every one that is perfect . . . and 
that has his senses exercised for understanding the truth, 
will necessarily, in his enquiries, fall in with many doc- 
trines opposed to one another, and will hear many pro- 
fessing to know the truth, and different traditions respect- 
ing it.’ What then, I ask, would have been Origen’s 
opinion of the doctrine of our opponents, that there was © 
universal consent among all the teachers of the Catholic 
Church, in all the important doctrines of Christianity, for 
the first four or five centuries ? 


JEROME. (fl, a. 378.) 

Again, what is the testimony of Jerome? “ While,” 
saith he, “the blood of Christ was yet but recently shed 
in Judea, it was maintained that the Lord’s body was but 
an appearance,” &c. And after enumerating several 
cases of error, he points out, as other instances, that “To 


1 See vol. i. p. 311. 2 See vol. i. p. 226. 
3 See vol. i. p. 432. 
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the angel of Ephesus there is imputed the loss of love. 
In the angel of the Church of Pergamos the eating of 
things offered to idols, and the doctrine of the Nicolaitans, 
are blamed ;” &c.,' showing that he held that there were 
many, even at that time, in the nominal Catholic Church, 
involved in serious error. And as to any notion that he 
could have supported the doctrine of our opponents as to 
the truth having been delivered in the catholic consent 
of the writers of the preceding ages, it is summarily over- 
thrown by his language respecting the testimony of those 
writers on the great question that formed the subject of 
the Arian controversy. He admits fully that their works 
contain erroneous statements; and when asked how he 
accounts for it, he replies,—“ It may be that they merely 
erred or wrote with another meaning, or their writings 
were gradually corrupted by unskilful copyists; or cer- 
tainly before that that meridian demon, Arius, arose in 
Alexandria, they may have spoken some things inno- 
cently and incautiously ; and that cannot escape the ca- 
lumny of perverse men.”* He, then, who wrote thus, 
could not have supposed that the Catholic consent of 
these writers formed part of the rule of faith. 


AvuGustTINE. (fl. a. 396.) 

Let us pass on to Augustine. Having stated that 
to the Scriptures alone he had learned to give such ho- 
nour as to suppose the writers of them certainly inerrable, 
he adds, respecting aJl other authors,—“ But others, how- 
ever distinguished they may be for holiness and learning, 
I so read as not to think anything true, because they 
thought it to be so, but because they are able to persuade 
me, either by those canonical authors, or by some pro- 
bable reason, that it is agreeable to the truth.”3 Now 
these words are quite irreconcileable with the notion 
that Augustine supposed the consent of those writers 
formed part of the rule of faith, and was a practically 
infallible informant of the oral tradition of the Apostles. 


1 See vol. i. p. 431. > See vol. i. p. 371. 
3 See vol. i. p. 282. 
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And, as we have already shown,! we find the Fathers 
of the Nicene and subsequent ages frequently blaming 
earlier Fathers of the catholic Church for unorthodox 
statements, 

Here, then, whatever statements may be made else- 
where, we have at least sufficient evidence that no such 
doctrine as that of our opponents—that the catholic con- 
sent of all the teachers of the primitive Church forms 
part of the rule of faith—was a received doctrine of the 
early Church. 

We are far, indeed, from denying that the Fathers 
were in the habit of appealing to those who had preceded 
them in confirmation of the correctness of their doctrines. 
Such appeals we ourselves make. Nay, such evidence 
might fairly be required by us for doctrines proposed 
to us as fundamental, not from any obscurity or insuffi- 
ciency in the Scripture proof, but from its being impos- 
sible to suppose that all who went before were in error 
in fundamentals. But unless we can show real catholic 
consent, the testimony of a few witnesses on the subject 
is anything but infallible. Now such catholic consent 
the Fathers generally did not pretend to claim. Nor 
consequently did they put forward the patristical testi- 
monies to which they referred as any divine informant, 
or authoritative witness, or practically infallible record 
of the oral teaching of the Apostles. 

A remarkable passage in proof of this occurs in a frag- 
ment of a work called “ the little Labyrinth,” generally 
attributed to Caius, and written in the early part of the 
third century, against the heresy of Artemon. In this 
passage, which we have given at length in a preceding 
page,’ it is said, “ the heretics say that all the antients 
and the Apostles themselves both received and taught 
those things which they now affirm, and that the truth 
of the gospel was preserved until the times of Victor, 


' Vol. i. pp. 279, &s. See, also, p, 245. 
2 See vol.i. pp: 236, 7. 
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who was the thirteenth bishop of Rome from Peter; but 
that from the time of his successor, Zephyrinus, the truth 
was adulterated. And the remark would perhaps be 
probable, but for that first the Divine Scriptures opposed 
them, and that there are writings of certain brethren older 
than the times of Victor, which they wrote against the 
heathen in defence of the truth, and against the heresies 
of that time .... How, therefore, is it possible, that 
when the doctrine received by the Church was preached 
so many years ago, all up to the time of Victor should 
have preached such doctrine as they say ?” 

Now here (as we have already observed) the claim of 
the heretics, that their doctrine was held and preached 
by the Apostles and all their earliest followers, is denied, 
first, because the divine Scriptures delivered a different 
doctrine, and secondly, because some of the earliest fol- 
lowers of the Apostles had left writings in which the con- 
trary was maintained. In a word, the silly claim to 
catholic consent, or the everybody-always-everywhere- 
agreed-with-me argument, is left with the heretics, who, 
as we here see, could even then venture to make use of 
it, and heresy is refuted first by Scripture, and then anti- 
quity is appealed to in confirmation, to show that what is 
considered the orthodox doctrine, the correct interpreta- 
tion of Scripture, is no novelty, but has been held by 
many from the earliest times. 

Further, that our opponents’ doctrine on this subject 
was no received doctrine of the Church, is evident from 
the account given us by Socrates! of the proceedings at 
the Council of Constantinople in 381. For there we find 
the person put forward by the orthodox party as their 
champion, advising them, as a matter of prudence, and 
an expedient method of dealing with the heretics, to 
appeal to the writings of the Fathers, and make them the 
Judge of the controversy in hand. And the way in 
which this proposition was received by Nectarius, the 

1 Hist. Eccles. lib. vy. c. 10. 
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bishop of Constantinople, and the Emperor, shows that 
the notion, so far from being a received doctrine of the 
Church, had not before occurred to them. 

Moreover, when the appeal is made by the Fathers to 
those that preceded them, we find no claim made to the 
universal consent of all the teachers of the catholic Church. 
The statements of the Fathers above quoted show us how 
preposterous such a claim would have been, when there 
is hardly a Father who does not more or less find fault 
with some of those who had preceded him, as involved in 
some error. Their appeal was made to those whom they 
considered most worthy of being followed. And if in the 
heat of controversy they may have sometimes used words 
that seem to have a wider scope, those words must be 
interpreted with a recollection of their own admissions 
elsewhere. 

Let us observe in what way Augustine introduces his 
reference to the Fathers in the Pelagian controversy, 
After having refuted the Pelagian errors by the testimony 
of Seripture, he proceeds to say,—“ But since they say 
that their enemies have adopted our language from 
hatred to the truth, &e..... when rather the Church 
of Christ, both of the West and the East, has been hor- 
ror-struck at their profane and novel language; I think 
it concerns us not only to produce the testimony of the 
sacred canonical Scriptures against them, which we have 
already sufficiently done, but also to bring forward some 
testimonies from the writings of the saints who before our 
time have, with very great honour and renown, ex- 
pounded those Scriptures; not that the authority of any 
disputant is put by us on a level with the canonical 
books, or, which could not be, that the opinion of one 
catholic is not as good and true as that of another catholic, 
but that those who think that such persons have some 
ground for what they say may be admonished, how on 
these points, before the Pelagians introduced their new 
and foolish phrases, catholic prelates followed the divine 
declarations, and may know that the true and antiently 


242 THE DOCTRINE OF THE FATHERS 


established catholic faith is defended by us against the 
new presumption and destructive error of the Pelagian 
heretics.”! And he then proceeds to quote Cyprian and 
others in defence of his doctrines. Now this language, 
as the reader. will have observed, is altogether different to 
that of our opponents. 

In short, the mode of arguing adopted by the Fathers 
was like that of the Church of England. They said, 
The Scripture clearly affirms such and such a doctrine, 
therefore it is the orthodox faith. But to those who 
denied the correctness of their interpretation of Scripture, 
they urged this argument, among others, to show that it 
was the true one, namely, that such and such catholic 
Fathers had maintained it, and therefore that it was a 
doctrine that had been all along held in the catholic 
Church. And they probably recognized in general the 
necessity, in vital points, of having some authority in the 
teaching of those who went before them for their inter- 
pretation of Scripture, and therefore they referred to pa- 
tristical tradition in support of the doctrines they advo- 
cated on such points; though even here the remarks of 
Basil upon the silence of the preceding Fathers on the 
doctrine of the divinity of the Holy Ghost,? show that 
the existence of such testimony was not always esteemed 
essential. But as it respects such a “ catholic consent” 


1 Sed quoniam dicunt, Inimicos suos dicta nostra in veritatis odium susce- 
pisse, &c. . .. . cum potius eorum profanas vocum noyitates Ecclesia Christi 
et occidentalis et orientalis horruerit ; ad curam nostram existimo pertinere, 
non solum Scripturas sanctas canonicas adversus eos testes adhibere, quod jam 
satis fecimus, verum etiam de sanctorum litteris, qui eas ante nos fama cele- 
berrima et ingenti gloria tractaverunt, aliqua documenta proferre ; non quo ca- 
nonicis libris a nobis ullius disputatoris equetur auctoritas, [? add here, aut, or, 
nec] tamquam omnino non sit quod melius seu verius ab aliquo catholico quam 
ab alio itidem catholico sentiatur, sed ut admoneantur, qui putant istos aliquid 
dicere, quemadmodum de his rebus ante nova istorum vaniloquia catholici an- 
titistes [antistites] eloquia divina secuti sint ; et sciant a nobis rectam et anti- 
quitus fundatam catholicam fidem adversus recedentem [recentem] Pelagia- 
norum hereticorum presumtionem perniciemque defendi. Avgus'r. contr, 
duas epist. Pelag. lib. iv. c. 8. tom. x. col. 480. ed. Ben. 

? See vol. i. p. 245. 
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as our opponents talk of, and the uses to be made of it, 
they evidently recognized nothing of the kind; still less 
did they dream of there being any such patristical tes- 
timony as could be proposed to all as a divine informant. 
In fact, many of them have expressly declared, directly or in- 
directly, (as we shall see in the next section,) that the only 
divine revelation we possess is that contained in the Scriptures. 
The Fathers might say, as we should now, Such and 
such is the faith of the Church in fundamental points, 
and he who does not embrace that faith is in fundamental 
error. But this is not putting forward the dictum of that 
which we choose to call “ the Church,” as the ground 
upon which such doctrines are to be believed. It is 
merely an expression of our views, a bearing witness to 
what we hold to be the true Church and the true faith. 
And such alone is the character of the teaching which it 
becomes the Church on earth to offer. She is a witness 
for the truth. But never ought she to forget that the 
treasure of the gospel has been committed to earthen 
vessels, to those who are encompassed with infirmity, and 
that her delivery of the message is subject to all the 
drawbacks upon its authority to which the imperfection 
of a frail and fallible messenger renders it justly liable. 
The truth of this is more especially apparent, when 
we recollect that “ the Church” cannot teach as “ the 
Church,” but only through the agency of individuals. 
There is scarcely anything extant which can be called 
the teaching of “ the catholic Church” ; nothing, indeed, 
that in strictness of speech is entitled to that character. 
Because the catholic Church cannot be represented. Its 
suffrages never were and never could be collected on any 
one point. The utmost that was ever accomplished was 
a probable representation of the sentiments of the majo- 
rity. The teaching of the Church, therefore, is practi~- 
cally the teaching of individuals belonging to the Church; 
and how uncertain it is what that teaching may be, even 
where definite articles of belief on all the important points 
of the Christian religion have been voluntarily signed, has 
VOL, I. ig 
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been proved to demonstration by the writings of our op- 
ponents themselves. 


SECT. III.— WHETHER SCRIPTURE IS THE SOLE AND COM- 
PLETE RULE OF FAITH AND JUDGE OF CONTROVERSIES. 


In considering the testimony of the Fathers upon this 
subject, we need not fear to begin with some of the 
earliest ; though it is obvious that their language respecting 
it cannot be expected to be identical with that which they 
themselves would have used at the present day. The im- 
mediate disciples of the Apostles, for instance, may be 
expected to speak of the oral teaching of the Apostles, 
which to them was as authoritative, as much the word 
of God, as the Scriptures. But consequently any notices 
from them, tending to confirm the view which we here 
advocate, are proportionably forcible. 

Let us observe, then, the following passage of 


Ienativs. (fl. a. 101.) 


In his Epistle to the Philadelphians, written at the 
commencement of the second century, he says,— - 

“T exhort you that you do nothing out of strife, but 
according to the instruction of Christ; because I have 
heard of some who say, Unless I find it written in the 
originals, I will not believe it to be written in the gospel. 
And when I said, It is written, they answered what lay 
before them in their corrupted copies.” (§ 8. Wake’s 
transl.)! 


' Tlapakadw S¢ twas pndev kar’ epilerav mpacoev, aAAa Kara Xpictomabiay, 
ETEL NKOVTA TIVWY AE'YOYTWY, GTLEAY UN EV apxXalols chpw, EV TW EVATyYEALW OV 
mioTevw. Kat Aeyovtos ov avtots, ort yeypumra, amexpionoay mot, 6Tt mpoKerrat, 
Epo. d¢ apxeia eotiv Inoovs Xpiotos, ta abneta (abinra) apxeia 6 oTavpos 
avrou Kut 6 Oavaros, k. T.A. IcNnat. Epist. ad Philadelph.§ 8, Ed. Cotel. 
1724, tom. ii. p. 32, The evident correspondence of the word apxaios to 
the word apxeia, occurring twice in the latter part of this passage, has caused 
Vossius, Cotelerius, Smith, and others to suppose that apxeios is the true 
reading ; and this is the reading in the interpolated copy of these Epistles. 
The word apxoois however may have the same meaning, for we are told in 
the lexicon of Suidas that the word is written both ways,—Apxei.... 7 
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Even at this early period, then, and in the presence of 
those who were the immediate disciples of the Apostles, 
the question as to any disputed point was, Js it written ? 
For the animadversion upon those here alluded to, is not 
on the ground of their reference to Scripture, but of their 
ceavilling at well-authenticated copies, and refusing to 
yield to anything but the Apostolical autograph. 

From Ignatius, let us pass on to 


Potycarp. (fl. a. 108.) 


In his Epistle to the Philippians, written in the year 
116 or 117, we meet with the following passages; 
“These things, my brethren, I took not the liberty of 
myself to write unto you concerning righteousness, but 
you yourselves before encouraged me to it; for neither 
ean I, nor any other such as I am, come up to the wisdom 
of the blessed and renowned Paul, who being himself in 
person with those who then lived, did, with all exactness 
and soundness, teach the word of truth, and being gone 
from you, wrote an Epistle to you, into which if you look, 
you will be able to edify yourselves in the faith that has 
been delivered unto you, which is the mother of us all.” (§ 3. 
Wake’s transl.)! 


apxXaia, ws Revopwy loropiwy n. And Cotelerius says, “ Apxasovy pro upxetoy 
archivum legitur in Atheneo, Polluce, Suida et Josepho.” There is as little 
reason, therefore, against translating both by the word archivum, as by the 
word antiquus ; the evident correspondence of the words clearly showing an 
identity in their intended signification, and the sense of the sentence appears 
to me to forbid the latter. I confess, however, I do not feel satisfied with the 
above translation of 6T: mpoxerrat, nor with any which I have yet seen pro- 
posed. An account of the various modes of rendering this passage, is given in 
the late edition of the Patres Apostolici, by Mr. Jacobson. I should be in- 
clined to translate the passage thus,—“‘ And when I said, It is written, they 
answered me, It is set forth thus ;” (or, is in the copies before us thus;)—mean- 
ing that it was thus set forth in the common copies, but that it might not be so 
in the originals ; and therefore that they would not allow the emphatic word 
yeypantat to be used respecting it, till they had seen it in the original, 

1 Tavra, adeAdor, ovk ewauTw emiTpeWas, ypapw tui em THS SucuLoouvns* avn 
emet bets MpoemeKaAcoarbe we.  Ovte yap eyw, ovre aAdos dmoros emor Svvarat 
KaraKkohovOncat TH Gopia Tov pakapiov Kat evdokou TlavAou’ bs yevomevos ev buLy 
Kara Tpocwmoy Twy ToTE avOpwruy, cdidutey axpiBws Kar BeBaiws Toy mept aAn- 
Betas Aoyov" bs Kat umwy buW eypaiey emirToAas, Els Gs cay eyKuTTNTE, SuynOn- 
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Again; “ Whosoever perverts the oracles of the Lord to 
his own lusts, and says that there shall neither be any re- 
surrection nor judgment, he is the firstborn of Satan. 
Wherefore, leaving the vanity of many, and their false 
doctrines, let us return to the word that was delivered to us 
from the beginning ; watching unto prayer [1 Pet. 4. 7,] 
and persevering in fasting ; with supplication, beseeching 
the all-seeing God not to lead us into temptation [ Matt. 
6. 13]; as the Lord hath said, The Spirit truly is willing, 
but the flesh is weak. [Matt. 26. 41.]! (§ 7. Wake’s 
transl.) 

And again; “ For I trust that ye are WELL EXERCISED 
in THE Hoty Scriptures, and that nothing is hid from 
you.” (§ 12. Ib.)? 

These passages are worth observing, as showing how, 
even at that early period, the Scriptures were referred to 
for an authoritative report of the teaching of the Apostles. 


Justin Martyr. (fl. a. 140.) 

I proceed to Justin Martyr, of whom we may observe, 
first, that in his conference with Trypho the Jew, he 
makes it a rule to ground all his statements upon Scrip- 
ture, and Scripture only ;* and exhorts Trypho to despise 
the tradition of his Jewish teachers, as under that name 
they palmed their own fancies upon the world.4 As 


cece o1kodomercOa evs THY Soleo ay Huw MoT, NTIS EOTL PNTNP TayvTwv duwv. 
Porycarp. Ep. ad Philipp. § 3. Ed. Cotel. 1724. vol. ii. p. 187. 

1 “Os av web0devn Ta Aoyia Tov Kupiov mpos Tas iias emiOupuias, Kat AeyN [NTE 
WwacTATW, MNTE Kploly ElYOL, OVTOS MpwTOTOKOS EcTL TOV ZaTava. Ato amodt- 
TOVTES THY MATALOTNTA TOV TOAAWY, Kat Tus PevdodidacKaALas, emt TOY E— apXnS 
jm mapadoberra Aoryov emiarpeWamev, VNOVTES Mpos TUS EVXAS, Kal Mpookapre- 
pouyres ynoreiais, Senoeow alTovpevor TOY mayTeTmomTnY Ocov, Mn ELOEVEYKELY NAS 
els Teipagov, Kabws emev 6 Kupios, To ev mvevpa mpobumoy, 7 Se capt acbevns. 
1b.§ 7. Ed. Cotel. 1724. vol. ii. pp. 188, 9, 

? Confido enim vos bene exercitatos esse in sacris litteris, et nihil vos latet. 
Ib. § 12. Ed. Cotel. 1724. vol. 2. p. 191. 

5 Karyw, emeidy oro te Twy ‘ypapwv Kat Tw mparyuarwv, Tas Te amodeters Kat 
Tas OpiAtas Totoupa, Eeyor, un brepTieabe, unde Sicratere mioTEvoaU TW amTeE- 
pituntw euot. JusTiN. Marr. Dial. cum Tryph. § 28. Ed. Bened. Paris. 
1742. p. 126. (Ed. Colon. 1686. p. 245.) 

* Ert kat mapadogorepous Soxovyras adAous Aoryous akovoeTe’ yy Tapaccedde 
de, aAAa UaAAOY mpobyMoTEpoL “yevoMeEVoL akpomTaL Kat ELETUOTAL MEVETE, KUTAdfo- 


ON THE SUBJECT OF THIS WORK. BLT 


these remarks, however, apply only to Jewish traditions, 
and not to those of the Christian Church, (though it is 
hard to see why one should be secure from error, though 
the others were not,) I shall not press them as evidence 
on our present subject. 

Again, in a passage already quoted, he says,—allu- 
ding to a heterodox doctrine prevailing among some pro- 
fessed Christians at the time,—“ With whom I do not 
agree, nor could agree, even though the great majority 
of those who are of my own religion should say so; since 
we are commanded by Christ himself to be ruled by not 
the doctrines of men, but those preached by the blessed 
prophets, and taught by him.” 

Further, as to the question of the fulness of the reve- 
lation made in the Scriptures, we may observe the fol- 
lowing passages.—“ Those,” saith he, “ who have left us 
a relation of all things that concern our Saviour Jesus 
Christ have thus taught us.” Again; “ Neither did God 
ask Adam where he was, as one who knew not, nor Cain 
where Abel was; but for the purpose of convincing each 
of them what he was, and that the knowledge of all things 
might be conveyed to us by their being committed to writing.”* 


Iren aus (fl. a. 167.) 


We now come to an author who is very confidently 
appealed to, both by the Romanists and our opponents, 
as a supporter of their views, viz., Ireneus. The claim 
is made upon the authority of one or two passages, which 
need only to be compared with other parts of the work in 
which they occur, to show that they afford no support to 
the views, in defence of which they are adduced. 

“ By no others,” says Ireneus, “have we come to the 


vouvTEs THS Tapadogews TwY iueTEpwy SidacKarwy" emer ov TU Sia TOV Ocou Uma 
Tov mpopytikov Tvevparos eheyxovTat voew Svvamevot, uAAa Ta LOia maddoy O1- 
Sackey mpoopovpevot. In. ib, § 38. p. 185. (Ed. Col. p. 256.) 

1 ‘Os of arouynpovevoaytes moyTa Tu mept Tov Swrnpos ijuwv Inoov Xpiorov 
edidatav. Ip. Apolog. Prim. § 33. p.64. (Ed. Col. Apolog. Sec. p. 75.) 

2 Oude Tw Ocw ets avoway ny To cpwrav Tov Adap, mov eoTW, ovde Tov Kauy, 
mov ABeA, GAN Els TO EKaoToy cAeykau drrolos EoTL, KaL ELS TNMAS THY YYwoL Tay- 
tw dia To avarypapnva cAdev. Ip. Dialog. cum Tryph. § 99. p-195. (Ed. 
Col. p. 326,) 


278 |THE DOCTRINE OF THE FATHERS 


knowledge of the plan of our salvation, but those through 
whom the Gospel came to us, which they then preached, 
but afterwards, by the will of God, delivered to us in the 
Scriptures to be THE FOUNDATION AND PILLAR OF OUR 
FAITH ;! a testimony which one might suppose would be 
sufficient of itself to settle the question. But it stands 
not alone. 

After having spoken of the witness borne by Scripture 
to the truth of his doctrine respecting God, he says,— 
“ Having, therefore, the truth itself as our rule, and the 
testimony respecting God placed clearly before us, we 
ought not to cast away the firm and true knowledge of 
God,” &ce.* ° 

And again ;—“ But we, following the one only true 
God as our teacher, and taking his words as our rule of 
truth, always teach the same all of us on the same 
points.’ 

And again ;—“ Therefore the disciple of the Lord, 
wishing to proscribe all such things, and to constitute a 
rule of truth in the Church .... thus commenced the 
doctrine taught in his Gospel,—‘ In the beginning was 
the Word, and the Word, &e.’ *” 

And when, after having in his first and second books 
explained and shown the absurdity of the doctrines of the 
heretics whom he was opposing, he proceeds to prove 
their opposition to the doctrine of the Apostles, he pro- 
fesses only to be about to give that proof from their 

' Non enim per alios dispesitionem salutis nostre cognovimus, quam per eos 
per quos Evangelium pervenit ad nos: quod quidem tunc preconiaverunt, 
postea vero per Dei voluntatem in Scripturis nobis tradiderunt, fundamentum 
et columnam fidei nostre futurum. Irena ady. Her. lib. iiivc. 1. Ed. 
Grabe Oxon. 1702, fol. p. 198. (Ed. sec. Massuet. Ven. 1734. vol. i. p. 173.) 

? Habentes itaque regulam ipsam veritatem, et in aperto positum de Deo 
testimonium, non debemus per questionum declinantes in alias atque alias 
absolutiones ejicere firmam et veram de Deo scientiam. Ib. ii. 47. p. 173. 
(M. ii. 28. p. 156.) 

5 Nos autem unum et solum verum Deum doctorem sequentes, et regulam 
veritatis habentes ejus sermones, de iisdem semper eadem dicimus omnes. Ib. 
iv. 69. p. 368. (M. iv. 35. p. 277.) 

‘ Omnia igitur talia circumscribere volens discipulus Domini et regulam 


veritatis constituere in Ecclesia... . sic inchoavit in ea que est secundum 
Evangelium doctrina. Ib. ii. 11. (M. ib. p. 188.) 
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writings ;+ and he manifestly alludes to the tradition pre- 
served in the Churches founded by the Apostles, only for 
the sake of convincing the heretics with whom he had to 
deal, who, he tells us, “ When reproved from the Scrip- 
tures, immediately began to accuse the Scriptures them- 
selves, as if they were not correct, nor of authority, and 
as if they were ambiguous ; and as if the truth could not be 
discovered from them, by those who were ignorant of tradi- 
tion, FOR THAT THE TRUTH WAS NOT DELIVERED IN WRITING 
BUT ORALLY.”2 To meet these heretics, therefore, on their 
own ground, (to the similarity of whose views to those of 
our opponents, I need hardly point the attention of the 
reader,) he introduces incidentally, and beyond his pro- 
fessed design, the testimony borne by the creed professed 
in the various Churches founded by the Apostles, to the 
correctness of his doctrine. So evident is this, that the 
learned Romanist, Erasmus, scruples not to say that Ire- 
neus in this work “ fights against a host of heretics, with 
the souz aid of THE ScriprurREs.”$ 

I will add two more passages in proof of this. 

“On this account,’ he says, “we labour to adduce 
those proofs which are derived from the Scriptures, that 
confuting them by the very words of God, we may, as far 
as is in our power, drive them from their enormous blas- 
phemy.’”* 

And again ;—“ Using those proofs which are from the 


1 Ex ipsis demonstrabimus Scripturis in libris consequentibus,... Ex 
Scripturis divinis probationes apponemus. I). ii, 66. pp. 194, 195. (M. ii. 35, 
pp- 170, 1.) In hoe tertio ex Seripturis inferemus ostensiones. ili. Pref. p. 
198. (M. p. 173.) 

2 Cum enim ex Scripturis arguuntur, in accusationem convertuntur ipsarum 
Scripturarum, quasi non recte habeant, neque sint ex authoritate, et quia varie 
sint dictz, et quia non possit ex his inveniri veritas ab his qui nesciant tradi- 
tionem. Non enim per literas traditam illam sed per vivam vyocem. Ib, iii, 2, 
(M. ib, p. 174.) 

3 Solis Scripturarum presidiis pugnat adyersus catervam hereticorum. 
Erasmi Preef. in Iren. Vide ed. Mass. vol. ii. p. 152. 

4 Propter hoc enim et laboramus eas que sunt ex Scripturis adhibere osten- 
siones, ut ipsis sermonibus confutantes eos, quantum in nobis est, cohibeamus 
eos a grandi blasphemia, Ib, iv, 68. p. 367, (M. iv. 34, p. 276.) 
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Scriptures, you may easily overturn, as we have demon- 
strated, all those heretical notions which were afterwards 
invented.”? 

I add below some further references to passages which 
may show the reader how constant was this reference to 
Scripture as the rule of faith.* 

But our opponents will say, Look at those other pas- 
sages to which you have just alluded, in which he so 
clearly directs us to the tradition preserved in the 
Church. 

We have no hesitation in accepting the challenge, and 
fear not to direct the reader’s attention to those passages. 
There is nothing in them which, in a writer of the second 
century, occasions us any surprise, or leads us to conclude 
that had Ireneus lived in our day, he would have taken 
any other view of our present subject, than that which 
we have taken; and which, in other passages, he has 
himself sanctioned. I shall now, without any intentional 
reserve, quote those passages that may be supposed to 
oppose our view. 

We have already observed that his professed object, in 
his third and following books, is to refute the heretics 
whom he was opposing from Scripture. But seeing, as he 
tells us in the commencement of his third book, that these 
heretics, when convicted from Scripture, accused the 

! Utens etiam his ostensionibus que sunt ex Scripturis facile evertis, quem- 
admodum demonstravimus, omnes eas que postea afficte sunt hereticorum 
sententias. Ib. v. 14. p. 422. (M. ib. p. 311.) 

* Ooare kerrat ev Tas ypapais avartuooe. i. 4. p. 48. (M. i. 10.p. 51.) 
Si Scripturas cognovissent et a veritate docti essent scirent, &c. ii, 16. p. 136. 
(M. ii. 13. p. 130.) Didicimus ex Scripturis principatum tenere super omnia 
Deum. Unde autem vel quemadmodum emisit eam, neque Scriptura aliqua 
exposuit, neque nos fantasmari oportet. ii. 49. p. 177. (M. ii. 28. p. 158.) Ex 
Dominicis Scripturis ostendimus, &c. ii. 54. p. 182, 3. (M. ii. 30. p. 162.) 
Revertamur ad eam que est ex Scripturis ostensionem. iii. 5. p. 206. (M. ib. 
p. 1'79:) Ex ipsis Scripturis ostenditur. iii. 11. p. 224, (M. ib. p. 192.) Nobis 
conlaborantibus his ostensionibus que ex Scripturis sunt. iii, 12. p. 230. (M. 
ib. p. 197.) Ex Scripturis demonstravimus. iii. 21. p. 249. (M. iii. 19. p. 212.) 


Quando ex ipsis Scripturis arguantur a nobis . . Que secundum nos est 


fides manifestam ostensionem habens ex his Scripturis. iii. 25. p. 256. (M. iii. 
21. p. 216.) 
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Scriptures of being incorrect and ambiguous; and that 
the truth could not be found out from them, by those who 
were ignorant of tradition ;! he, on that account, and in 
order to bring an additional confutation of their errors 
from the source to which they professed to defer, refers 
them to tradition, viz., “that tradition which was from 
the Apostles, and was preserved in the Churches by the 
succession of Presbyters ;” which tradition, it seems, they 
opposed also; and when thus driven to their last shift, 
boldly said that they were wiser than the Apostles,’ as 
the great stickler for tradition, I mean the Pope, has 
practically done since. “ Wherefore,” says Ireneus, “ we 
must oppose them iz all ways ; if by any means confound- 
ing any of them by our refutation of their errors, we can 
induce them to turn and confess the truth. For if it is 
not easy for the mind, caught by error, to repent, yet it 
is not impossible for it to avoid error, when the truth is 
placed by it.” And then postponing for the moment his 
Scriptural demonstration, that he may bring forward the 
evidence derived from tradition, in order that he may op- 
pose the heretics “in all ways,” he adds,—* Therefore it 
is open to all who wish to see the truth, to behold in 
every Church that tradition of the Apostles which was 
published throughout the whole world; and we can enu- 
merate those who were appointed bishops in the Churches 
by the Apostles, and their successors even to our times, 
who have neither taught nor known anything of the 
kind, such as these persons dream of.” 4 

And then, having referred to Rome as at that time one 


1 See note ? p. 279. 

2 Tb. iii. 2. p. 200. (M. ib. p. 175.) 

3 (uapropter undique resistendum est illis, si quos ex his retusione con- 
fundentes, ad conyersionem veritatis adducere possimus, Etenim si non facile 
est ab errore apprehensam resipiscere animam, sed non omnimodo impossibile 
est errorem effugere apposita veritate, Ib. iii, 2. p. 200. (M. ib. p. 175.) 

4 Tyaditionem itaque Apostolorum in toto mundo manifestatam in omni 
Ecclesia adest perspicere omnibus qui vera velint videre, et habemus annume- 
rare eos qui ab Apostolis instituti sunt Episcopi in Ecclesiis, et successores 
eorum usque ad nos qui nihil tale docuerunt neque cognoverunt, quale ab his 
deliratur. Ib. iii, 3. p. 200. (M. ib. p. 175.) 
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of the principal of the Apostolical Churches, he reminds 
us that Clement has given us, in his Epistle to the Co- 
rinthians, “ the tradition which he had lately received 
from the Apostles, announcing one God Almighty, maker 
of heaven and earth, the former of man, who brought on 
the deluge, and called Abraham, who led the people out 
of Egypt, who conversed with Moses, who ordained the 
law, and sent the Prophets, who hath prepared fire for 
the devil and his angels. They who will, may learn from 
the Epistle itself that He was proclaimed by the Churches 
to be the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, and may un- 
derstand the Apostolical tradition of the Church, since 
this Epistle is more ancient than those who now teach 
falsehoods, and feign that there is another God above the 
Demiurgus and Maker of all those things which exist.”? 

And then, having proceeded to give the succession 
from Clement to his own time, he adds, “ By this ordina- 
tion and succession the tradition which is in the Church 
from the Apostles, and the preaching of the truth, hath 
come down even to us. And this is a full proof that 
there is one and the same lifegiving faith, which, derived 
from the Apostles, is still preserved in the Church, and 
delivered in truth.” .... “And Polycarp always 
taught these things, which he had learned from the 
Apostles, which also the Church delivers, and which 
alone are true. All the Churches in Asia bear witness 
to these things, and those who have succeeded to Poly- 
carp up to this time.”* 


1 Hy vewott aro twy AmooTroAwy mapadoow eiAnpe annunciantem unum 
Deum omnipotentem, factorem celi et terre, plasmatorem hominis, qui in- 
duxerit cataclysmum, et advocayerit Abraham, qui eduxerit populum de terra 
Egypti, qui colloquutus sit Moysi, qui legem disposuerit, et Prophetas mi- 
serit, qui ignem preparaverit diabolo et angelis ejus. Hune Patrem Domini 
nostri Jesu Christi ab Ecclesiis annunciari, ex ipsa Scriptura, qui yelint dis- 
cere possunt, et apostolicam Hcclesie traditionem intelligere, cum sit vetus- 
tior Epistola his qui nunc falso docent, et alterum Deum super Demiurgum 
et Factorem horum omnium que sunt commentiuntur. Ib, iii. 3. p, 202. (M. 
ib. p. 176.) 

2 Tn avtn Taker Kar Ty avTn Oidaxn Tre awo Twy AmocTOAwY ev TH EKKANoLO 
Topadoots Kat TO TNS GANOELas KnpYYHA KaTHYTHKEY «Ls Tuas. Et est plenissima 
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The reader will not fail to observe, in the above notice 
of the tradition to which Ireneus refers, as having been 
given by Clement, what that tradition is, and how utterly 
useless it is to those who are appealing to tradition as 
something supplementary to Scripture. 

The same remark applies to the passage I am now 
about to quote. 

“Since, therefore,” he says, “there are such proofs, it 
is not right yet to seek the truth among others, which it 
is easy to take from the Church, since the Apostles fully 
treasured up in it, as in a rich storehouse, all things be- 
longing to the truth, that every one who wished may 
take from it the water of life. For this is the door of 
life; but all the rest are thieves and robbers. ... But 
what if the Apostles had not left the Scriptures to us? 
Would it not have behoved us to follow the order of the 
tradition which they delivered to those to whom they 
committed the Churches? Which rule many barbarous 
nations, of those who believe in Christ, follow, having 
salvation written, without paper and ink, by the Spirit in 
their hearts, and diligently keeping the old tradition ; be- 
lieving in one God, maker of heaven and earth, and of 
all things which are in them, through Jesus Christ, the 
Son of God; who, from his extraordinary love for his 
creature, condescended to be born of a virgin, himself 
uniting man to God, through himself, and suffered under 
Pontius Pilate, and rising again, and being received up 
in splendour, will come in glory as the Saviour of those 
who are saved, and the judge of those who are con- 
demned, and send into eternal fire the corrupters of the 
truth, and the despisers of his Father and his advent. 
This faith, those who without letters have believed, are, 
as far as regards our language, barbarians; but, as it re- 
hee ostensio, unam et eandem vivificatricem fidem esse, que in Ecclesia ab 
Apostolis usque nunc sit conservata et tradita in veritate.... Tavra didatas 
ae. [i. e. MoAvkapros], & kau mapa twy AmootoAwy euabev, & Kat 7 ExkAnoim ma 
padidwo, & KUL ova eorTW adnon. Maptrupovoty Tovrois at Kata Thy Aotay 


EKKANTIAL Taga, Kat of mexpe vey diadedeyuevor Tov TloAuKapmov. Ib, ili. 3. 
p. 203, (M. ib. pp. 176, 7.) 
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gards sentiment, and custom, and conversation, are, 
through their faith, extraordinarily wise, and please God, 
living in the exercise of all justice, and chastity, and 
wisdom. To whom if any one should announce those 
things which the heretics have invented, speaking to 
them in their own language, they would immediately stop 
their ears and fly far away, not enduring to hear such 
blasphemous discourse. Thus, through that antient tra- 
dition of the Apostles, they do not admit into their minds 
a thought of any of the monstrous doctrines of those he- 
retics.”? 

These are the passages usually adduced from Irenzus 
in support of the authority of tradition; and though 
there are some others (which I have referred to below *) 
in which the Church is spoken of as the depositary 


1 Tantz igitur ostensiones cum sint, non oportet adhuc querere apud alios 
veritatem, quam facile est ab Ecclesia sumere ; cum Apostoli, quasi in depo- 
sitorium dives, plenissime in eam contulerint omnia que sint veritatis: uti 
omnis, quicunque velit, sumat ex ea potum vite. Hec est enim vite intro- 
itus; omnes autem reliqui fures sunt et latrones. Propter quod oportet 
devitare quidem illos ; que autem sunt Ecclesie, cum summa diligentia dili- 
gere et apprehendere veritatis traditionem. Quid enim? Et si quibus de 
aliqua modica quzstione disceptatio esset, nonne oporteret in antiquissimas 
recurrere Ecclesias, in quibus Apostoli conversati sunt, et ab eis de presenti 
questione sumere quod certum et re liquidum est? Quid autem si neque 
Apostoli quidem Scripturas reliquissent nobis, nonne oportebat ordinem sequi 
traditionis, quam tradiderunt iis quibus committebant Ecclesias? Cui or- 
dinationi assentiunt multe gentes barbarorum, eorum qui in Christum credunt, 
sine charta vel atramento scriptam habentes per Spiritum in cordibus suis sa- 
lutem, et veterem traditionem diligenter custodientes, in unum Deum cre- 
dentes fabricatorem ceeli et terre, &c..... Hane fidem qui sine literis 
crediderunt quantum ad sermonem nostrum barbari sunt: quantum autem ad 
sententiam et consuetudinem et conversationem propter fidem perquam sa- 
pientissimi sunt, et placent Deo, conversantes in omni justitia et castitate et 
sapientia. Quibus si aliquis annunciayerit ea que ab hereticis adinyenta 
sunt, proprio sermone eorum colloquens, statim concludentes aures, longo 
longius fugient, ne audire quidem sustinentes blasphemum colloquium. Sic 
per illam veterem Apostolorum traditionem, ne in conceptionem quidem 
mentis admittunt quodcunque eorum portentiloquium est. Ib. iii. 4. p. 206. 
(M. ib. p. 178.) 

2 See lib. iii, c. 40. p. 266, (M. iti. 24. pp. 222, 3.) lib. iv. cc. 43. 44, 45. 
pp. 343—5. (M. iv. 26. pp. 261—3.) lib. iv. c. 52. p. 355. (M. iv. 32. p. 270.) 
lib. iv. m 62, 63. pp. 360, 1. (M. iv. 33. p. 272.) lib. v. c. 20. pp. 430, 1. (M. ib. 
p- 317. 
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of the tradition of the Apostles, the above will, I sup- 
pose, be allowed to be as strong in favour of the authority 
of the tradition preserved in the Church as any that can 
be adduced. 

Now from these passages it certainly follows that 
Treneus held that in the Churches founded by the Apos- 
tles there was preserved to his day a correct tradition of 
certain fundamental truths orally delivered to them by the 
Apostles, handed down to that time through the succession 
of the pastors of those Churches, and that this was an in- 
dependent proof of the truth of his doctrine against the 
heretics he was opposing. What then? Does it follow 
that we can reason in the same way? Obviously not. The 
principle applied by Ireneus is not applicable at the pre- 
sent day. He made these observations when the Church 
bore a totally different aspect; and therefore to use the 
name of Irenzus in defence of the authority of tradition 
in the present day, from his having made this appeal to 
the concurrent testimony of the Apostolical Churches in 
his own day, is to put forward a very false claim to confi- 
dence. He appeals to a fact which might then be veri- 
fied ; but this is anything but evidence, that had he lived 
sixteen centuries later he would have considered the tes- 
timony of a few antient authors as to the tradition pre- 
served in their time in the Apostolical Churches, suffi- 
cient to clothe what they delivered as such with the 
authority of a divine informant. The present controversy 
may teach us the absurdity of such a notion; for even 
with respect to our own Church, with her written con- 
fessions, and varied documents of appeal, we and our 
opponents are directly opposed to each other, as to the 
fact of what her views are on several important points. 

Further; he makes no appeal to that tradition for 
more than an enunciation of a few prime articles of the 
Christian faith, which in the fullest form in which he has 
given it we have quoted in a former page.’ His 


1 See vol. i. pp. 113, 114, and 141, 142. 
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appeal, therefore, goes not far enough to make it of any 
real use to our opponents, for however useful it might be 
against the imaginary deities of Valentinus, or such like 
absurdities, as to any of the points for which our oppo- 
nents want it, it will be of no avail. 

The Tractators say, that Irenzus himself tells us, that 
if we had not Scripture we must follow tradition. True, 
he thus spoke to those of his own time as it respected a 
few of the prime facts of the Christian faith. But it does 
not follow that he would have said so to the present 
generation. Still less does it follow that he would have 
recommended those who have Scripture to follow tradi- 
tion. The very fact that the truths of the Gospel. were 
so carefully recorded in writing, and that the earliest 
heralds of it took such care to have the gospels trans- 
scribed, and leave them with their new converts, (as 
Eusebius tells us was the case,!) shows that tradition was 
not considered a safe mode of transmitting doctrines. 
We deny not that God might have preserved his Church 
from error as easily without as with the Scriptures, but 
so he could under any circumstances. 

And still further, Irenzus does not refer to this tradi- 
tion as containing anything beyond what is in the Serip- 
tures, but only as an additional argument that his doc- 
trine was true, for the sake of those who, when convicted 
of error by the Scriptures, accused the Scriptures of im- 
perfection and ambiguity. His opponents, when referred 
to Seripture, replied that this was not to be considered a 
full representation of what the Apostles had delivered, 
and could not be understodd but by a reference to what 
tradition had delivered of the oral teaching of the Apos- 
tles. To which Ireneus replies, Let us then go to the 
Apostolical Churches, to see what they preach, for you 
must admit that they are the most likely depositaries of 
the oral teaching of the Apostles, and seeing that they 
are unanimously against you, you are refuted on your own 


! Euseb. Hist. Eccl. lib. iii. c. 37, (ed. Vales.) 
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ground. And think not to urge that they have declined 
from the true faith, for we can tell you who all their 
bishops have been, from the times of the Apostles, and 
defy you to challenge any one of them as having cor- 
rupted the faith or preached your doctrines. 

Nay, he expressly says that that which the Apostles 
preached they have delivered to us in the Scriptures, so 
that the statements of Ireneus, when taken as a whole, 
do not afford the least support to the views of our oppo- 
nents. 

For, as we shall now proceed to show, he clearly sets 
forth Scripture as containing fully all the Christian 
faith. 

Thus, in a passage just quoted, he tells us that what 
the inspired authors preached, tHat they afterwards, by 
the will of God, delivered to us in the Scriptures, to be the 
foundation and pillar of our faith. Holy Scripture, 
therefore, delivers the faith not imperfectly and partially, 
but fully. And if we are unable to explain all things in 
the Scriptures, “ we ought to leave such things with God 
who made us, knowing well that the Scriptures are per- 
fect as having been uttered by the Word of God and his 
Spirit ; but we, in proportion as we are inferior and far 
removed from the Word of God and his Spirit, so far we 
lack the knowledge of his mysteries. And it is not won- 
derful if, in spiritual and heavenly things, and those 
things which have to be revealed, this should be the 
case . . . and we leave those things with God.” 5 

Far from supposing that the faith is imperfectly delivered 


' So far episcopal succession in a Church may afford us a useful argument 
in disproof of corruption of doctrine in that Church, i. e. when all the links in 
the chain can be pointed out, and none accused of error.. But how far this 
will sanction the notions of our opponents on this subject, is worth their con- 
sideration. 

2 See note ! p. 278. 

2 Cedere autem hee talia debemus Deo, qui et nos fecit, rectissime scientes, 
quia Scripture quidem perfects sunt, quippe a Verbo Dei et Spiritu ejus 
dictz ; nos autem secundum quod minores sumus et novissimi a Verbo Dei et 
Spiritu ejus, secundum hoe et scientia mysteriorum ejus indigemus. Et non 
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in the Scriptures, and that the Church is in possession of 
a supplementary revelation, he warns us to recollect that 
the Scriptures are a perfect revelation of the Christian 
faith, and that so much as we cannot understand in the 
Scriptures we must leave with God. 

And when about to refute the heretics from the Apo- 
stolical Scriptures, he says, that, considering their various 
errors, “ we hold it necessary to produce the whole doctrine 
of the Apostles concerning our Lord Jesus Christ, and 
show that they held no such notion respecting him;” 1 
and that whole doctrine he then proceeds to derive from 
the Scriptures. 

He tells us, also, that “ the precepts of a perfect life” 
are delivered “in both Testaments,’* so that the Holy 
Scriptures of each Testament are sufficient to reveal that 
portion of Divine truth which God intended for those 
who possessed them under each. And the exposition of 
the doctrine of the Apostles given by the true Church is 
“ according to the Scriptures.” 3 

And he says that when in his youth he heard Polyearp 
relating what he had heard from John and others, who 
had seen the Lord, of his miracles and doctrine, all things 
that he mentioned were “agreeable to the Scriptures ;”4 
which testimony, however it may be explained away 
by those who are desirous of doing so, is, notwithstand- 
ing, not a little in favour of the view for which we are 
contending. 


est mirum, si in spiritalibus et czlestibus, et in his que habent revelari, hoc 
patimur nos... . et Deo hec ipsa committimus. Ib. ii. 47. p.173. (M. ii. 
28. p. 156.) 

1 Necesse habemus, universam Apostolorum de Domino nostro Jesu Christo 
sententiam adhibere, et ostendere, eos non solum nihil tale sensisse de e€0, ve- 
rum amplius, &c. Ib. ili. 17. p. 238. (M. iii. 16. p. 204.) 

2 Consummate enim vite praécepta in utroque Testamento cum sint eadem 
eundem ostenderunt Deum. Ib. iv. 26. p. 312. (M. iv. 12. p. 241.) 

$ Secundum Scripturas expositio. Ib. iv. 63. p. 361. (M. iv. 33. p. 272.) 

4 Annyyedrc ravTa cuupava Tas Tpabdas. Fragm. (ex Euseb. Hist. Eccl. 
v. 20.) p. 464. (Mass. p. 340.) 
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And he speaks of the Valentinians as persons who in 
relying upon traditions not delivered in the Scriptures 
were attempting to make ropes of sand. ! 

And hence he says, “ If any one should ask, what God 
did before he made the world, we reply that the answer to 
that rests with God. For that this world was made per- 
fect by God, receiving a beginning in time, the Scriptures 
teach us, but what God did before this no Scripture mani- 
fests. Therefore the answer to this rests with God.” * 

And again,—*“ We have learned from the Scriptures 
that God is supreme over all; but whence or how he 
sent it [i.e. the substance of the Word] forth, neither hath 
any Scripture explained, nor does it become us to con- 
jecture.”> He must have added, “ nor tradition revealed” 
had he held the views of our opponents. 

And to conclude, he says,—“ Read very diligently that 
Gospel which has been given us by the Apostles, and read 
very diligently the prophets, and you will find the whole 
course of action, and the whole doctrine, and the whole 
passion of our Lord proclaimed in them,” * The passage 
was written against those who said that the prophets 
spoke under the influence of another God, and not the 
God who spoke by the Apostles, but (without straining 
the phrase “the whole doctrine of our Lord” to mean 
more than it necessarily implies) it bears strongly in favour 
of our present position. For it states that the whole doc- 


1 EE aypapwy avarywwokoytes, kat To Sn Acyouevoy, ck aypov TXoWLA TAEKELY 
emitnoevoytes. Ady. her. i. 1. § 15. p. 35. (M.i. 8. p. 36.) 

2 Ut puta si quis interroget, antequam mundum faceret Deus, quid agebat ? 
dicimus quoniam ista responsio subjacet Deo. Quoniam autem mundus hic 
factus est apotelestos a Deo, temporale initium accipiens, Scripture nos docent ; 
quid autem ante hoe Deus sit operatus nulla Scriptura manifestat. Subjacet 
ergo hac responsio Deo. Ib. ii. 47.p.175. (M. ii. 28. p. 156.) 

8 Didicimus enim ex Scripturis principatum tenere super omnia Deum. 
Unde autem vel quemadmodum emisit eam, neque Scriptura aliqua exposuit, 
neque nos fantasmari oportet. Ib. ii. 49. p.177. (M. ii. 28. p. 158.) 

4 Legite diligentius id quod ab Apostolis est Evangelium nobis datum, et 
legite diligentius Prophetas, et invenietis universam actionem et omnem doc- 
trinam, et omnem passionem Domini nostri predicatam in ipsis. Ib. iv. 66. 
p. 364. (M. iv. 34. p. 274, where however against edd. and MSS. predicatam 
is turned into predictam.) 
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trine of our Lord is in some sense proclaimed in the writings 
of the prophets, and that if Christians would read diligently 
both Testaments, and compare them, they would find this 
to be the case. But how, I beg to ask, could they do this 
unless the two Testaments fully and perfectly contained it, 
and moreover so contained it as that Christians might, by 
diligent reading, themselves find it there. 

In conclusion, then, we may remark that even if Ireneus 
supposed himself to know anything of Apostolical teach- 
ing, through the reports of the Asian presbyters, or other- 
wise, beyond what was in Scripture, he makes such “ tra- 
dition” no part of the rule of faith for Christians generally. 
At that early period many might speak with respect of such 
reports of Apostolical teaching who did not set them down 
as indubitable divine informants, and forming part of the 
rule of faith to mankind. 


ASTERIUS URBANUS. (fl. a. 188.) 


Ina work against the Montanists written by a contem- 
porary author, probably Asterius Urbanus, of which a 
fragment is preserved to us by Eusebius, we have a very 
remarkable evidence of the opinion of the early Church 
as to the complete perfection of Scripture, and the unique- 
ness of its character as a divine informant. 

This author having been requested (as he tells us) to 
write a work against Montanism, he remained for some 
time doubtful what to do; “not [he adds] through any 
doubt of my being able to refute falsehood and bear wit- 
ness to the truth; but from being fearful and cautious 
lest by any means I should appear to some to write or 
determine anything beyond the word of the New Cove- 
nant of the Gospel, which must not be added to nor di- 
minished by him who has resolved to order his life ac- 
cording to the Gospel itself.” ! 


1 Our amopia tov dvvacba eAeyxew pev To Wevdos, wapTupel Se Tn adnOcca 
Sediws Se kar eLevAaBovmevos, un 7 Sokw Ticw emovyypadew y emdiaraccecbat 
Tw TNS TOU EvaryyeAtou Kans SiuOyKNS Aoyo" & unTEe mpocbelvar pnt’ apercw 
duyaTov, TW KaTG TO EvoryyEhioy aVvTO moALTEvEecOaL mponpyucvw.  Asterius 
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How totally different this language to that of one who 
possessed another divine informant by the successional 
delivery of the oral teaching of the Apostles, and had in 
that tradition a full development of doctrines of which 
Scripture contained only “notices.” And yet this is the 
language of one who lived only about a century after the 
times of the Apostles. 


TERTULLIAN (fl. a. 192.) 


Next in importance to the testimony of Irenzus is that 
of Tertullian, and their views on our present subject ap- 
pear to be precisely the same. 

In considering his testimony we shall follow the same 
course as in the case of Ireneus; we shall notice first 
those passages that support the view we have been main- 
taining upon the points under discussion, and then consi- 
der those which are likely to be referred to as adverse 
to it. 

Is, then, Scripture the sole authoritative rule of faith 
with Tertullian ? 

The following passages will show how frequently it is 
referred to by him as the authoritative rule of faith, (not 
indeed under that name, because he uses that term more 
particularly for the creed established by the consent of the 
Apostolical Churches, but as being what that title signifies 
with us,) and we shall show hereafter what were the only 
exceptions he would have made against its being re- 
garded as the sole authoritative rule of faith. 

In his Treatise then, “ Against Hermogenes,” he dis- 
tinctly calls it “the rule of truth ;”1 and elsewhere he 
says of a doctrine in question, “ Nothing is certain re- 
specting it, because the Scripture does not declare it.” * 
Urbanus in Fragm. op. adv. Montanist. in Eusebii Hist. Eccles. lib. vy. c. 16. 
(Ed. Reading, vol. i. p. 228.) 

1 Veritatis regula prior que etiam futuras hereses prenuntiavit, &c. Trr- 
TULLIAN. ady. Hermog.c. 1, Ed, Paris. 1664. fol. p. 233. 

2 Nihil de eo constat, quia Scriptura non exhibet. Ip. De carne Christi, 


c. 6, p- 312. See also the immediately preceding context, “Si non probant, 
quia nec seriptum est, nec, &e. 


ar 
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And in his Treatise “ Against Praxeas,” he says,—“ You 
ought to prove this as clearly from the Scriptures as we 
prove that He made his Word his Son.”1 And elsewhere 
he urges the refutation of error by “referring the points 
in dispute to the Scriptures of God.” ? 

Nay, in his Treatise “ Against Hermogenes,” he says 
plainly, “ That all things were made of some subjacent 
matter I have nowhere as yet read. Let the shop of 
Hermogenes show that it is written. If it is not written, 
let him fear that woe that is destined for those who add to 
or take from Scripture.”* And so he says elsewhere. 
“Take from the heretics the principles they hold in com- 
mon with the heathen, so that they may be left to.prove 
their points from the Scriptures alone, and they will not be 
able to stand.” * 

And hence in his Treatise “On prescription against 
the heretics,” he calls the Scriptures “ the documents of 
the doctrine [of religion].” 

And, in a word, throughout all his Treatises, with the 
few exceptions which shall be hereafter noted, he refers 
to the Scriptures alone for the proof of the doctrines of 
religion, and that, not as Mr. Newman does, who would 
have us suppose that it would be no proof unless tradition 
had delivered the doctrine, that is, in other words, that 
it is no proof at all, but as a real proof speaking to the 
common sense of every man. 


‘ Probare autem tam aperte debebis ex Scripturis, quam nos probamus 
illum sibi filium fecisse sermonem suum. Ip. Adv. Prax. c. 11. p. 505. 

? Urgemur et communes sententias ab argumentationibus philosophorum 
liberare et communes argumentationes a sententiis eorum separare, »evocando 
questiones ad Dei literas. Ip. De anima, c. 2. p. 265. 

3 Ip. Adv. Hermog. c. 22. p. 241. The passage occurs in a following 
note. 

* Aufer denique hereticis que cum ethnicis sapiunt, ut de Scripturis solis 
queastiones suas sistant, et stare non poterunt. Ip. De resurr. carn. c. 3. 
p. 327, That the arguments of the heretics from Scripture may be refuted 
from Scripture, he also intimates, ib. c. ult. p. 365. Pristina instrumenta 
quasdam materias illis [i. e. heresibus] videntur subministrasse, et ipsas 
quidem wsdem hitteris revincibiles. 

° Ip. De Prescript. c. 38. The passage is given in a following note. 
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Moreover, that Scripture contains all the points of faith 
belonging to the Christian religion, we have these testi- 
monies. 

“JT adore,’ he says, “the fulness of Scripture which 
manifests to me both the Creator and his works. But 
in the Gospel I find discourse very abundantly serving as 
the minister and witness of the Creator. But that all 
things were made of some subjacent matter I have no- 
where as yet read. Let the shop of Hermogenes show 
that it is written. If it is not written, let him fear that 
woe that is destined for those who add to or take from 
Scripture.” 4 . 

This testimony is surely plain and distinct. The cavil 
of the Romanists that it applies only to one particular 
article is too absurd to need refutation. The latter part 
of the passage in particular is so utterly irreconcileable 
with such a notion, that no impartial reader could enter- 
tain it for a moment. 

Again, in his Treatise “On prescription against the 
heretics,” he says, speaking of the Church of Rome, “ She 
joins the Law and the Prophets with the writings of the 
Evangelists and Apostles, and tHENCE she draws the 
faith ;”* In those writings, then, “the faith” is to be 
found ; and in another part of the same Treatise is a pas- 
sage strongly, though indirectly, showing his mind in this 


1 Adoro Scripture plenitudinem, qua [“ que alii teste Junio.” Semler] 
mihi et factorem manifestat et facta. In evangelio vero amplius et ministrum 
atque arbitrum rectoris [factoris, MS. ap. Rigalt.] invenio sermonem. An 
autem de aliqua subjacenti materia facta sint omnia, nusquam adhuc legi. 
Scriptum esse doceat Hermogenis officina. Si non est scriptum, timeat ve 
illud adjicientibus aut detrahentibus destinatum. Ip. Ady. Hermog. c. 22. 
p- 241. See also his reference to Scripture in c. 33 of same Treatise, p. 245 5 
and De carne Christi, c. 7. p. 312. 

? Legem et prophetas cum Evangelicis et Apostolicis litteris miscet et inde 
potat fidem. Ip, De Prescr. c. 36. p. 215. A passage implying the same 
occurs, according to the text of Pamelius, in c. 44 of this Treatise, “Si vero 
memores Dominicarum et Apostolicarum Scripturarum et denuntiationum in 
fide integra steterint, &c.”” The words “ Scripturarum et” are omitted in he 
subsequent editions of Rigaltius and Priorius, and I think without notice, 
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matter. “The heretics,” he says, “to show the ignorance 
of the Apostles bring forward the fact that Peter and 
they that were with him were blamed by Paul... . 
But we might here say to those who reject the Acts of 
the Apostles, you have first to show who that Paul was, 
both what before he was an Apostle, and how he was an 
Apostle . .. But they may believe forsooth without 
the Scriptures, that they may believe contrary to the 
Scriptures.” 4 

Having thus giving Tertullian’s general view of the 
subject before us, I now proceed to consider what objec- 
tions may be urged against it. 

It may be urged, then, that the greater part of the 
works of Tertullian, and almost all those quoted above, 
were written after he had embraced Montanism, and be- 
lieved that the effusions of Prisca and others were 
divinely-inspired, and therefore that he could not have 
looked upon the Scripture as the only divine informant. 

This objection is so far valid that it must be admitted 
that Tertullian’s reference to Scripture as the authorita- 
tive rule of faith must be supposed not to exclude the 
interpretations of Scripture given by Montanus and his 
prophetesses, which were received by Tertullian as pro- 
ceeding from the Divine Spirit. But the admission must 
not be extended to any new points of doctrine, for such 
he did not believe to have been introduced by the “ New 
Prophecy,” but only improvements in the discipline of 
the Church. His view of the benefits accruing to the 
Church from the supposed inspiration of Montanus and 
his prophetesses is summarily expressed in the following 
sentence in his Treatise on veiling virgins, — “ What, 
therefore, is the administration of the Paraclete but this, 


' Proponunt ergo ad suggillandam ignorantiam aliquam Apostolorum, quod 
Petrus et qui cum eo reprehensi sint a Paulo... Possumus et hic Acta 
Apostolorum repudiantibus dicere, Prius est uti ostendatis quis iste Paulus, et 
quid ante Apostolum et quomodo Apostolus ... Sed credant sine Scripturis 
ut credant adversus Scripturas. Ip, De Prascr. c. 23. p. 210. See also c. 8. 
p. 205. 


two 
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that discipline is directed, that the Scriptures are un- 
folded, that the understanding is improved, that an ad- 
vance is made to better things.” } 

But, nevertheless, this did not prevent him, when rea- 
soning with those who did not receive the “New Pro- 
phecy,” from making Scripture the authoritative rule of 
faith ; and as far as regards any exception made by him 
in favour of Montanus and his prophetesses, as authorita- 
tive guides for the interpretation of that rule, so far, I 
suppose, it is needless here to offer any remark. Our 
opponents are not in this prepared to follow him. And, 
therefore, as far as this exception is concerned, his lan- 
guage is to us equivalent to the making Scripture the 
sole authoritative rule of faith. 

But there remains certainly a limitation to be made to 
the general view of his sentiments given above as it re- 
spects certain prime points of the Christian faith which, 
like Irenzus, he speaks of as proveable at that time even 
independently of Scripture by the united testimony of all 
the Apostolical Churches. He thinks, and perhaps justly, 
considering the period at which he wrote, when the facts 
upon which he rested his view might be verified, that 
such a testimony established the apostolical origin of the 
truths to which it bore witness.? 

These truths he has enumerated with some little varia- 
tion in three of his Treatises,3 where he has given them 
under the title of “the rule of faith,” and in one of those 
Treatises, viz. that “ Concerning prescription against the 
heretics,” he has distinctly stated that these truths may be 
proved to be of Apostolical origin by the unanimous con- 
sent of the Apostolical Churches, independently of Scrip- 
ture, and that consequently any interpretation of Scrip- 


' Que est ergo Paracleti administratio nisi hec, quod disciplina dirigitur, 
quod Scripture revelantur, quod intellectus reformatur, quod ad meliora_pro- 
ficitur. Ip. De virg. vel. c. i: p. 173, and see De resurr. c. ult. ad fin. p. 365. 

Ip. De Prescript. c. 21. p. 209. 

3 De virg. vel. c. 1. p. 173. De Praescr. c. 13. pp. 206,7. Adv. Prax. c, 2. 

p. 501. See these formule above, vol. i. pp. 114—116. 
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ture contrary to these must be false; and that since the 
heretics had corrupted the Scriptures, and that by allega- 
tion of the Scriptures the door was opened to much 
argumentation, foreign to the immediate subject, about the 
true text of Scripture and such points, it was better not 
to argue with them on these points from Scripture, but 
to allege at once ‘against them the “rule of faith” sup- 
ported by the unanimous consent of all the apostolical 
Churches.1 

But for more than the truths so enumerated, and which 
we have given ina preceding page,* he does not challenge 
the consent of the Apostolical Churches. Nay, he as 
much as intimates that more could not be so established, 
for he says, “ while this form of faith remains in its pro- 
per place in your regard, however much you may seek and 
discuss matters, and pour out the whole excess of your 
curiosity, if anything appears to you either to be doubtful or 
overshadowed with obscurity, there is some brother, a 
doctor, gifted with the grace of knowledge, or some one 
conversant with those exercised in such matters, some one 
alike curious with yourself [who can advise you]; but while 
seeking alone, it is better for you to be ignorant to the 
last, lest you know what you ought not, because what is 
necessary you already know. ‘Thy faith, saith he, hath 
saved thee; not exercitation in the Scriptures.”* He 
does not, then, refer the inquirer on other points to the 
consentient testimony of the Churches, but advises the 
ordinary inquirer, if he be over curious in his researches 
into all the points treated of in the Scriptures, and finds 
something which appears to him doubtful or obscure, to. 


! De Preaser. cc. 15—21. pp, 207—9. 

2 See vol. i. pp. 114, 115. 

% Manente forma ejus in suo ordine, quantumlibet queras et tractes, et 
omnem libidinem curiositatis effundas, 'si quid tibi videtur vel ambiguitate 
pendere vel obscuritate obumbrari, est utique frater aliqui doctor gratia scien- 
tie donatus, est aliqui inter exercitatos conversatus, aliqui tecum curiosus. 
Tecum tamen querens, novissime ignorare melius est, ne quod non debeas 
noris, quia quod debeas nosti. Fides, inquit, tua te salvum fecit; non exer- 
citatio Scripturarum. In. De Prescr. c. 14. p. 207. 
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have recourse to some skilful teacher as a preservative 
against error; advice, of the prudence and propriety of 
which there can, I suppose, be no question, while it is 
equally unquestionable that such a teacher is not, nor is 
proposed by Tertullian as, an infallible guide. 

Among other objections to this mode of arguing, the 
heretics urged that possibly the Churches might have put 
an erroneous sense upon the teaching of the Apostles, to 
which he justly replies, “ Is it kkely that such Churches 
and so many should have corrupted the faith precisely in the 
same way? No eventwhere many individuals are concerned 
turns out precisely the same in the case of all. There 
would have been some difference in their doctrine had it 
been corrupted ; that which is found the same among 
many is not a corruption, but what was delivered to 
them.” 1 

Let the reader observe that we meet with nothing here 
about episcopal grace preserving the pure deposit of the 
faith ; nor even the more sober argument of Irenzus, 
that all the bishops might be enumerated from the times 
of the Apostles, and none accused of corrupting the 
faith. 

And, further, he maintained that it was easy to show 
the novelty of the heresies he was combating, and con- 
sequently their error; and he calls upon the heretics, if 
they pretended to deduce their origin from the Apostles, 
to point out the succession through which their doctrine 
had come down to them, which was a very just challenge 
at that time.? 

And, lastly, he, like Ireneus, uses this mode of argument 
against the heretics, on account apparently of the way in 
which they dealt with Scripture, corrupting it, and cavil- 


? Ecquid verisimile est, ut tot ac tante in unam fidem errayerint ? Nullus 
inter multos eventus unus est. Exitus variasse debuerat error doctrine Hccle- 
siarum. Ceterum quod apud multos unum invenitur non est erratum sed tra- 
ditum. Ip. ib. c. 28. See cc. 27, 8. pp. 211, 12. 

2 Tp. ib. cc. 29—82. pp. 212, 13. 
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ling with the correctness of the text, and raising ques- 
tions and arguments that prevented a fair appeal to 
Scripture. 

This Treatise, viz. “Concerning prescription against 
the heretics,” is, as far as Tertullian is concerned, the 
supposed stronghold of our opponents, for though he has 
spoken favourably of tradition in two other places, namely, 
in his Treatise “On the Crown,” and that “ Against 
Marcion,” yet his notice of it in the former is only with 
respect to matters of discipline,' and in the latter consists 
of two passing allusions to it in a Treatise of five books, 
of which the whole argumentation is derived from Scrip- 
ture, and these referring only to a point contained. in the 
creed he has given as established by the consent of the 
Apostolical Churches, viz. a refutation of Marcion’s idea 
that the God of the Old Testament was different to the 
God of the New. * 

His argumentation elsewhere is derived wholly from 
the Scriptures, nor does he attempt to press his interpre- 
tations of Scripture upon the authority of tradition, except 
in the case already noticed, i.e. in the points contained 
in the creed he has given. 

Now in all this it is difficult to see what support Ter- 
tullian gives to the views of our opponents. At the time 
he wrote he held that the agreement of all the Aposto- 
lical Churches in certain doctrines, to which agreement 
he appeals as a fact that might be verified, proved that 
those doctrines came from the Apostles; and, therefore, 
that the shortest way of dealing with the heretics of that 
day, (for he tells us himself that he used the argument 
“for the sake of brevity,” °) was by adducing this evi- 
dence against them. What then? Does it follow that 
Tertullian would pursue the same course now? Nay, 
this is not a question apparently, for we are not sent to 


' Tp. De Corona, ce. 3, 4. pp. 101, 102. 

2 Ip. Adv. Mare. lib. i. c. 21 and Jib. iii. ¢, i. 

> Solemus hereticis compendii gratia de posteritate prescribere. Ip. Ady. 
Hermog. c. 1. p. 233. 
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learn the truth thus, but from a few antient fallible 
authors. So, then, what is assumed must be, that, because 
Tertullian made such an appeal to the Apostolical 
Churches of his day, therefore he would now have ap- 
pealed to a few fallible antient authors, as affording in- 
fallible proof of what was the universal opinion of all the 
Apostolical Churches sixteen centuries ago. 

And after all, as we have already observed, how limited 
is the creed he gives as established by the consent of the 
Apostolical Churches. If our opponents were as moderate 
as he is in this respect, we should feel little inclined to 
disturb their position. But when in the nineteenth cen- 
tury they pretend to a knowledge of antient catholic con- 
sent, more extensive and minute than Tertullian pre- 
tended to in the second century, let them beware how 
they claim him as a supporter of their pretensions. 

And as to any notion that the Creed of the Apostolical 
Churches, as given by Tertullian, adds anything to Scrip- 
ture, it is directly opposed to Tertullian’s views, for he is 
most careful to maintain its identity with the declarations 
of Scripture. 

As Dr. Pusey, in the Tract to which we have referred 
in a former page,* has referred to the work of a learned 
living prelate of our Church, on Tertullian, I willingly 
join him in the appeal; and the reader will find it dis- 
tinetly stated by that learned author that Tertullian held 
that “the Scriptures contained the whole rule of faith,” ® 
and that he agrees with Dr. Neander that, “though on 
some occasions the Christians of those days might appeal 
solely to the authority of tradition, they uniformly main- 
tained that the doctrine of Christianity IN ALL ITS PARTS 
might be deduced from Holy Writ,’ * and that “though 


1 Tp. De Prescer. ce. 33, 34, and 38. pp. 214 and 216. 

2 See vol. i. p. 23 and 38. 

3 The ecclesiastical history of the second and third centuries illustrated 
from the writings of Tertullian, by John, Bishop of Bristol. 2nd edit. 1826, 
p. 296. 

4 Ib. Pref. pp. xvi. xvil. 
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interpretations which had received the sanction of the 
Church were not to be lightly rejected, yet the prac- 
tice of Tertullian himself proves that he believed every 
Christian to be at liberty to exercise his own judgment upon 
them.” } 


CLEMENT OF ALEXANDRIA. (fl. a. 192.) 


We now come to Clement of Alexandria, one of the 
most learned of the early Fathers whose remains are ex- 
tant, but one whose works, valuable as they are, exhibit 
strong traces of feelings and habits of thought derived 
more from human philosophy than from divine revela- 
tion.? ; ; 

In entering upon a review of his opinions on the sub- 
ject before us, we have at once to remark his advocacy of 
a notion somewhat similar to that of our opponents, and 
which might by an incautious reader be confounded with 
it, but which nevertheless is far from being the same, and 
moreover is one almost peculiar to himself, of the Fathers 
yet extant. It was his opinion, then, as we learn from 
Eusebius, that “the Lord, after his resurrection, conferred 
the gift of knowledge upon James the Just, John and Peter, 
which they delivered to the rest of the Apostles, and those 
to the seventy disciples.” And in the first Book of his 
Stromata, he says that the teachers from whom he had 
learned the Christian doctrine, “preserved the true tra- 
dition of the blessed Gospel as delivered by Peter, and 
James, and John, and Paul, the holy Apostles, having re- 
ceived it in succession the son from his father, though few 
are like the fathers; and at length, by God’s help, are 
depositing with us those seeds received from their fore- 


1 Tb. pp. 296, 7. 

2 See especially the first book of his “Stromata.” 

3 OQ de autos [1. e. KAnuns] ev EBdouw rs avtns brobecews [i. e. “YrotuTH- 
cewy |, ETL Kal TAVTA Tepl avTov Pyow TakwBw Tw Sucaiw Kat lwavyn Kar Tletpw 
KOL META THY aVaTTATLY TapEedwKE THY YYwaotv 6 Kuptos* obTot Tos AotTots Azo- 


oToAols TupedwKay, of Se Aotwor AmooToAo Tois EBdounKoyTa, EvusEs, Hist. 
Ecel. lib, ii. c. 1. (Ed. Col. 1612.) 
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fathers and the Apostles.”1 A knowledge of this tradi- 
tion he considers to be necessary to constitute a perfect 
Christian, whom he calls a Gnostic, distinguishing him 
from the ordinary Christian, whom he speaks of as having 
only common faith. ? 

This “ Gnostic tradition,” however, as he frequently 
calls it,> was not intended for Christians in general. The 
Lord, he tells us, “ permitted the Divine mysteries and 
the holy light to be communicated to those who were 
capable of receiving them. He did not immediately re- 
veal them to many, because they were not adapted to 
many, but to a few, to whom he knew them to be adapted, 
and who were both able to receive them and to be con- 
formed to them. Secret things, like God, are entrusted 
to speech, not to writing.’* And hence he exhorts the 
Gnostic, “ Be cautious in the use of the word, lest any 
one who has fallen in with the knowledge taught by you, 
and is unable to receive the truth, should disobey and be 
ensnared by it; and to those who come without under- 
standing, shut the fountain, whose waters are in the deep, 
but give drink to those who are athirst for truth. Con- 
ceal, therefore, this fountain from those who are not able 
to receive the profundity of the knowledge. The Gnostic, 
who is master of this fountain, will himself suffer punish- 
ment, if he gives occasion to one who as yet is only con- 
versant with little things of taking offence, and of being 


1 AAW of mev THY ANON THS aKaplas cwloyTes BidacKkadias mapadoc.y, evOus 
amo Tlerpov Te Kat laxwBov, Iwavvou Te kat TlavAov, Twy ayy AmooroAwy, was 
mupa matpos exdexouevos, oAvyot Se of marpaciv dpotot, nov On cvv Oew Kut es 
jas Ta Mporyovika ekewa, Kat AmooroAua KaraOnocomevor omepwara, CLEM. 
Avex. Strom. lib. i. pp. 322, 3. ed. Potter. Ox. 1715. (pp. 274, 5. edd. Par. 
1641. and Col. 1688.)—See also Strom. lib. vi. p. 771, (or, 645.) 

2 See Strom. lib. v. pp. 659, 60, (or, 557, 8.) 

3 Ip, Strom, lib. iv. p. 564, (or, 475) and lib. v. p. 683, (or, 577), &c. 

4 Merudidovar de Tw Oewy pvornpioy Kat Tov pwTos ekeLVoU Tov ayiov TOLS 
Xwpew Svvapevors cvryrexwpniey [i. e. 6 Kupios]. Avtuca ov ToAAoLs amekaduwev 
& un TOMAwY HY, OALyoLS de ois mpoonKEw ymioruTo, ToS olols TE EKdEEATOML Kat 
TUTWONVAL TPOS aUTa, Tu de amoppynta, kabomep 6 Ocos, Aoyw WLI TEVETAL OV Ypap- 


purt. Ip, Strom. lib. i. p. 323, (or, 275.) 
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swallowed up as it were by the greatness of his discourse, 
or if he transfers one who is only an operative to specu- 
lation, and leads him away by occasion of a momentary 
faith [which has no solid grounds in his mind to rest 
upon].” 4 

Of this tradition Clement professes to give in his Stro- 
mata some account, though not of the whole of it, conceal- 
ing some part intentionally, as too profound for common 
ears, and delivering the rest so that a common reader 
would not understand its full Gnostic sense,? and, more- 
over, acknowledging that some part of what had been 
delivered to him had escaped his recollection, not being 
committed to writing, and other parts partially obliterated 
by the lapse of time, a tolerably good proof of ‘the in- 
sufficiency of oral tradition for the conveyance of truth. 
But we will quote his own words. 

After stating that he is about to deliver the tradition 
which he had been taught by his Christian instructors, 
he adds,—“ But I well know that many things have 
escaped us, having by the length of time fallen from my 
recollection, being unwritten, whence, in order to assist 
the weakness of my memory, and supply myself with a 
systematic exposition of the principal points, as a useful 
record for keeping them in remembrance, I have found 
it necessary to use this delineation of them. There are 
indeed some things which I do not recollect, for there 
was in those blessed men great power. And there are 


* ‘Iva ouv wn Tis TOUTWY EuTregwy eLs THY ETO Cou SidacKOMEVNY yYwCW, aKparns 
Yevouevos TNS AANOELaS, TapaKoven TE Kal Taparern, aoParns, Pyotr, mepl THY 
Xpnoly Tov Aoryou ‘ylvov' KaL Mpos MEY TOUS AADYWS MpocloyTas, oATOKAELE THY 
Saray ev Baber myyny' moToy Se opeye ToLs adnberas dedulgnkoow. EmixputTomevos 
® ovy mpos Tous ovx, oiovs Te OvTas mapadetacar To Babos THS Yywoews KaTaka- 
Avmte Tov Aaxkoy. ‘O kuplos ovy Tov Aakkou, 6 YYWOTLKOS, GUTOS CnewOyoerar, 
dno, THY aTiay SwEexXwy TOV cKavdaALTOEVTOS, NTOL KaTaMODEVTOS Tw jLeryEbEL TOU 
Aoyou, MikpoAoyov ETL OYTOS’ ] MeTUKWHOUS TOY EpyaTny emi THY Oewpiay, Kat amo- 
aTnoas dia mpopacews TS avtorxXediov miorews, Ip, Strom. lib. v. p. 678, (or, 
573.) 

? Ip. Strom. lib. i. pp. 323, 4 (or, 275); and lib. vii. p. 901 (or, 766); and 
see lib. 1. p. 326, (or, 278.) 
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some things which remained unnoted for some time, and 
which have now escaped me; and some things are nearly 
obliterated from my memory, perishing in my own mind, 
since such a service is not easy to those who are not ex- 
perienced. But reviving the recollection of these things 
in my writings, I purposely omit some things, making a 
prudent choice, fearing to write what I even speak with 
caution and reserve; not in the spirit of envy, for that 
would be unjust, but fearing for my readers, lest by any 
means they should otherwise be made to fall, and we 
should be found putting, as those who speak in proverbs 
say, a sword into the hands of a child.” } 

Now certainly our opponents have here a patron not 
only of oral tradition, but also of “reserve in the com- 
munication of religious knowledge,’ but unfortunately 
for their cause not the sort of tradition for which they are 
contending. The notion of this Gnostic tradition de- 
livered only by our Lord to three or four of the Apostles, 
and disclosing certain hidden meanings of the truths and 
doctrines of Christianity not intended for Christians in 
general, is one of which Clement is, of those whose writings 
remain to us, almost the only supporter. 

Nay, his statements on this point are directly opposed 
to those of Ireneus and Tertullian, who both inveigh 
strongly against any such notion. The former speaks of 
it as a tenet of the Carpocratian heretics, who, he tells us, 
“said that Jesus spoke some things privately in a mys- 
terious manner to his disciples and Apostles, and com- 


1 TloAAa Se, ev oda, mapeppunkey juas Xpovov pnker aypopws Siamecovra. 
‘Obey to acbeves THS pYNnUNS THS cuNS eTLKOVdLCwY, Keparaiwy ovoTHMaTLNY 
EXOCoW, MYNLNS UTOMYNMA TwWTNPLOY TOPLGWY EMAUTW, avaTyKaLws Kexpnuat THdE TH 
iwotummce:, Eo wey ovy Tiva pnde amopuynuovevOevta nu’ TOAAH Yap 7) Tapa 
Tols paKapiois Suvapis nv aydpaciv’ cot. Se Kal GVUTOTNMELWTA MEMLEVNKOTA TH 
Xpovw avuv amedpar Ta Se, baa eoBevyuTo, ev avTn papuivomeva Ty Siavola, emeL 
fn padios 7 To1ade Siaxovia Tos jn SedoKimucpevois, TavTa de avagwmupwy vro- 
PUNLGTL, TA MEV EKWOY TapaTEUMoucL, EKACYWY EMLaTHMoYHS, poBoumevos ypapely, 
& Kot Aeye epvdakaunv’ ov Tt wou Pbovwy ov yap Deus’ Sediws Se apa wept Tw 
EVTVYXAVOVTOY, MN ™) ETEpws ohareley, Kat Mad: Maxalpav, n pac oi mapoi- 
puatopevot,opeyovres éupebauev. Ip. Strom. lib. i. p. 324, (or, 276.) 
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manded them to deliver those things to those that were 
worthy and obedient.” ! And he says, “ That Paul taught 
plainly what he knew not only to his companions but to 
all who heard him,he himself manifests. For in Miletus the 
bishops and presbyters being assembled, . . . he says, ‘I 
have not shunned to declare to you the whole counsel of 
God.’ Thus the Apostles plainly and willingly delivered 
to all those things which they had themselves learned 
from the Lord.”2 And again, he says, “ The doctrine of 
the Apostles is manifest, and firm, and conceals nothing, 
and is not that of men who teach one thing in secret and 
another openly. For this is the contrivance of counter- 
feits, and seducers, and hypocrites, as the Valentinians 
do.” 3 

And thus Tertullian ;—“ All the sayings of the Lord 
are proposed to all.”* And he accuses those of “ mad- 
ness’ who “think that the Apostles did not reveal all 
things to all, but that they committed some things openly to 
all, without exception, and some secretly to a few.” ° 

Most justly, therefore, is this notion of Clement, as to a 
secret tradition reserved for a few, pronounced by a learned 


1 Evy be ros ov'yypopuaciy avTwy ovTws avaryeypamrat, Kut uvrot obrws e&y- 
youvrat, Tov Ingouy AeyovTes Ev voTHpI® Tos wabnToLs avTov Kat AmooroAois 
kar’ Dia AcEAGANKEVaL, Kat avToUS akiwoat, Tos attots Kal ToLs Teomevois TavTa 
mopadidova. Inen. adv. Heer. lib. i. c. 24. (ed. Grabe.) 

2 Quoniam autem Paulus simpliciter que sciebat hee et docebat, non solum 
eos qui cum eo erant, verum omnes audientes se, ipse facit manifestum, In 
Mileto enim convocatis Episcopis et Presbyteris.... ‘ Non subtraxi, 
inquit, uti non annunciarem omnem sententiam Dei vobis.’ Sic Apostoli 
simpliciter et nemini invidentes que didicerant ipsi a Domino hee omnibus 
tradebant. Ip. lib, iii. c. 14. 

3 Doctrina Apostolorum manifesta et firma et nihil subtrahens, neque alia 
quidem in abscondito alia vero in manifesto docentium. Hoc enim fictorum 
et prave seducentium et hypocritarum est molimen, quemadmodum faciunt hi 
quia Valentino sunt. Ip. ib. c. 15. 

4 Omnia quidem dicta Domini omnibus posita sunt. Trrtutr. De Pre- 
script. adv. heret. c. 8. p. 205. 

° Eadem dementia est, cum confitentur quidem nihil Apostolos ignorasse, 
nec diversa inter se predicasse, non tamen omnia volunt illos omnibus revelasse, 
quedam enim palam et universis, quedam secreto et paucis demandasse. 
Tertutt. De Preseript. adv. heret. c. 25, p. 210. 
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prelate of our Church, who is referred to with approba- 
tion by our opponents, to be “destitute of solid founda- 
tion.”? 

And the reserve recommended, is a reserve only in 
communicating this Gnostic tradition, not in preaching 
the great doctrines of Christianity ; and one which even 
to this limited extent is entirely opposed, as we have 
shown, to the views of Ireneus and Tertullian. 

At any rate, as this Gnostic tradition is confessedly de- 
livered by Clement so that the uninitiated cannot avail 
themselves of it, his writings will not serve to show us its 
true nature; and unless our opponents can lay claim 
to the possession of the key which unlocks this treasure, 
his tradition, and his notions respecting it, are to us 
equally useless and inapplicable. The knowledge of the 
profundities of this mystic tradition is gone, and with it 
the applicability to any practical purpose of all that is 
said respecting it. 

But, with this exception, he speaks agreeably to the 
view we have been attempting to establish, as I shall now 
proceed to show. For, 

First, he acknowledges no divine informant but Scrip- 
ture, and this supposed Gnostic tradition. 

Secondly, with respect to the claims of Scripture, as the 
rule of faith, he speaks thus. 

“He, therefore,” he says, “who believes the divine 
Scriptures with a firm conviction, receives an incontro- 
vertible demonstration, namely, the voice of God, who 
gave the Scriptures.”? 

Again; “ But the just shall live by faith; that faith, 
namely, which is according to the Testament and the com- 
mandments ; since these [Testaments], which are two as 
it respects name and time, having been given, by a wise 


1 Bishop of Lincoln’s Account of the writings and opinions of Clement of 
Alexandria, ch. 8. p. 368. 

2‘O mortevoas Tow Tas Tpapais tas Oewus, Tyv Kpiow PBeBaiay exwv, 
amodeliw avaytTippyntoy, Thy Tov Tas Tpapas Sedwpnuevov povnv AauBaver Ocov. 
Ip. Strom. lib, ii. p, 433 (or, 362). 
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ceconomy, according to age and proficiency, are one in 


effect. Both the old and the new were given by one God, 
through the Son.” 

Again; “ But, since a happy life is set before us by the 
commandments, it behoves us all to follow it, not disobey- 
ing anything that is said, nor lightly esteeming what is 
becoming, though of the most trifling nature, but follow- 
ing whithersoever the word may lead; if we err from it, 
we must necessarily fall into endless evil. But they who 
follow the divine Scripture, by which believers walk, that 
they may become, as far as they can, like the Lord, ought 
not to live carelessly, but, &c.’”* 

Again, he tells us, that for those who, “ for the benefit 
of their neighbours, betake themselves, some to writing, 
and others to the oral delivery of the word, while learning 
of another kind is useful, the perusal of the Dominical 
Scriptures is necessary for the proof of what they say.” * 

And in the seventh book of his Stromata, replying to 
the objection of the heathen to Christianity, on the 
ground of its followers being divided into so many sects, 
he says,—“ But when proof is being given, it is necessary 
to descend to the particular questions, and ¢o learn de- 
monstratively, from the Scriptures themselves, how, on the 
one hand, the sects were deceived, and how, on the other, 
both the most perfect knowledge, and that which is in 


1 'O Se dicauos ex micrews Enoerat, THs KaTa THY Arabneny Kou Tas evToAas* 
eretOn Svo aura ovomurt Kat Xpovw, Ka jALKLAY KUL TpoKOTY oLKOVOMIKwWS Sedo- 
Meval, Suvamer fia ovcat | wev, Tardaa’ H Se, Kan, Oia viov map Evos Ocov 
xopnyouvrat. Ip. Strom, lib. ii. p. 444 (or, 372). 

? Emer be Bios Tis ju pmoaxapios 8° evrodwy emdedenTar, & xpn Taytas émo- 
MeEvous, Un TapaKovoyTas TwY ElpnMEvwY TLVOS, UNDE OALYWPOVYTAS TY TPOTNKOVT wy, 
Kay eAaxtoTov n, ErecOon n av & Aoryos nynrac’ et oparenmey avtov, afavatw 
KOK® TEpiTegely avayKn KaTaKoAoVOncact de TH Beta Tpadn, OC As ddevovow of 
memLoTEUKOTES, ELoMolovodat Kara Svvapiy TH Kupiw, ovk adiapopws Biwreov, aAAa 
k, 7.2. Ip. Strom, lib. iii. p. 580 (or, 443). 

3 Aa de THY THY TEAUS wWHEAELAY, TOY [LEY ETL TO ypapey ewevov" Tov Se, 
Em TO Tapadiboval TTEAAOMEVOY TOV AOYov" ATE AAAN TaLdELA XPT MOS, NTE TWY 
yeapwv Kupiakwy avaryywots es arodetiy Twy ACYVOMEVOV OVATYKALn Ip. Strom. 
lib. vi. p. 786 (or, 660). 
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reality the best sect, are in the truth alone and the antient 
Chureh.”! 

Nor let it be supposed that by the words “the antient 
Church,” he says anything opposed to our view ; for, by 
that phrase, he means the Church under the Apostles; as 
is evident, not only by the time when he wrote, but from 
his own words a little further on. 

Again, he says,—‘ They who are willing to labour for 
the acquisition of those things which are of the greatest 
excellence, will not desist from their search for truth, be- 
fore they have received a proof from the Scriptures them- 
selves.” 

And again,—* Thus, therefore, we, giving perfect proof 
respecting the Scriptures, from the Scriptures themselves, 
persuade through faith demonstratively.’’* 

“The truth,” he says, . . . “is found, by considering 
attentively what is perfectly proper and becoming for the 
Lord and the Almighty God, and by confirming each of 
the things demonstrated by the Scriptures from like 


Scriptures.”5 
And a little further on his language clearly shows that 


1 Arodekews Sovons, avarykn ovykataBawew ets tas Enrnoels, kat OV avTwy 
Tov ypapay exwavOavey amodeKTiKws, dTws ey amTecparnoay ai aipeces, drrws 
de ev movn TH aAnOeta, Kat TH apxaia ExkAnown, nTre axpiBeoTraTn yvwols, Kat 7H 
Tw oytt apiorn aipecis. Ip. Strom. lib. vii. p. 888 (or, 755). 

? Ip. Strom. lib. vii. pp. 898, 9 (or, 764, 5). 

3 AAN of movew Erowor emt TOLS KGAALOTOLS, OV MPOTEpOY amooTnTOVTAL 
Snrouvres Thy aAnOetoy, mp ay Thy amodeik am avTov AaBwor TwY ypapwr. 
Ib. Strom. lib. vii. p. 889 (or 755). 

4 “Ourws ovy Kal Hels am’ AVTwY TEpL GUTOV TWY Ypapwy TEAELWS aModELKYUYTES 
€k TioTEws TeBoueba amoderixws. Ip. Strom. lib. vii. p. 891 (or, 757). See 
also the preceding context of this passage,—Tn Tov Kupiov pwn moroupeda 
To §nToupevoy'  macwy amoderkewy exeyyuwrepa, MadAov Be % movn amodeikis 
ovoa tvyxaver. But as the meaning of the phrase Kupiov pwn is con- 
tested, I shall not here press this testimony ; though I have the authority 
of the present Bishop of Lincoln (Account of writings, &c. of Clement of 
Alexandria, p. 219) for interpreting the phrase as meaning the Scriptures,— 
which renders the passage a remarkably strong testimony in our favour. 

5 “H aAndea de. . . edpiokerar... ev Tw diackepacdu TL TH Kupiw Kat 
TH TayToKpaTopL Dew TEAELWS OLKELOY TE KGL MpEeMoy” KaY Tw BeBoLovY EKATTOY TwY 
amodekyupevav Kara Tas ypapas ek avTaV maAW Twy Suowwy ypapwy. Ip, Strom, 
lib. vii. p. 891 (or, 758). 
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he appealed to the Scripture alone as the rule and judge 
of controversies, in disputing with those who differed from 
him, where he says,—“ When we have overthrown them 
by demonstrating that they are clearly opposed to the Scrip- 
tures, you will see the leaders of the doctrine opposed, do 
one of two things; for either they give up the consequence 
of their own doctrines, or the prophecy itself, or rather 
their own hope.”? 

“They,” he says, “who do not follow God whither- 
soever he may lead them, fall away from that exalted state 
[which he has been describing]; and God leads by the 
divinely-inspired Scriptures.”? 

From these passages, I think it is evident that the Holy 
Scriptures were proposed by Clement, as the authoritative 
rule of faith and judge of controversies for all Christians, 
and to all but his Gnostic Christian, the sole and exclusive 
rule and judge. 

Unless, then, our opponents are willing to contend for 
his notions about a Gnostie tradition, delivered to 
four of the Apostles, and left as a deposit with certain 
rabbies of the Church for the benefit of a few mature 
Christians, * they will derive no benefit from Clement’s 
testimony on this matter. . 

Moreover, notwithstanding his notions about a Gnostic 
tradition, it is evident that he considered it to be only an 
exposition of Scripture, and not as containing any addi- 
tional doctrines or points of faith; for he says;—“ We 
offer them that which cannot be contradicted, even that 
of which God is the author; and of each one of those 


1 Emeday yap avarpenwvra: mpos juwy deuxvevtwy avrous capws evayTiovmevous 
Tas ypapas, Svow Oarepoy bro Twy TpocoTwTwY Tov Soymaros eoTt Deacacbat 
ywouevov’ n yap TS akodovbias Twy opeTEepwy SoypaTwv, n TS TpopnTe.as 
auTns, badAov de THS EavTwy eAmidos KaTuppovovew. Ip. Strom. lib. vii. 
p- 892 (or, 758). 

* Anomimrovow apa Tovde Tov vipous, of fun Emomevor Ocw, cay (7 av Potter) 
ya’ ayer de Kata Tas Gcomvevorous ‘ypapus. jIp. Strom. lib, vii. p. 894 
(or, 761). 

3 See Strom. lib, vii. pp. 864, 5 (or, 731, 2). 
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things which form the subject of our enquiries, he has taught 
us in the Scriptures.” 

And it is clear from many passages, that he considered 
the Gnostic tradition as only explanatory of Scripture, 
and not adding to it any new points of faith. Thus he 
says, when about to give a description of the Christian 
faith,—* We shall bring testimonies from the Scriptures 
hereafter, in their proper places; but we shall give what 
they deliver, and describe the Christian faith (or Chris- 
tianity) in a summary way. . . and if what we say should 
appear to any of the vulgar contrary to the Dominical 
Scriptures, they must know that, from that source, they 
have their breath and life ;‘and taking their origin from 
them, profess to give the sense only, not the words.”? 

So, also, he intimates elsewhere, that the Gnostic tra- 
dition delivered only things “agreeable to the divinely- 
inspired oracles.” And that “the Gnostic knows an- 
tient things, and conjectures things to come, by the 
Scriptures.’’* 

Hence, he says, that “they who have only tasted the 
Scriptures, are believers; but they who have advanced 
further are perfect indexes of the truth, namely, the 
Gnostics, as, in things pertaining to this life, those who 
understand any art possess something more than the 
ignorant, and produce that which is superior to the ideas 
of the vulgar.’””® 


1 Tlporewomey yap avrots avayrippnrov exewo, 6 6 cos cot 6 Acywv, Kat TeEpt 
évos ExaoTov av em ntw mapioras eyypapws. Ip. Strom. lib. v. p. 646 (or, 
547). 

2 Kara, Tous emikaipous Tomous boTEpoy Tals ypapols ovyxXpnoomevor Ta 8 
auTwv SnAoumEva ONMAVOUPEV KEpaAaiwows TOY XploTLaVLTWoY bmoypaovTes .. « 
Kay ETEPOLG TIOL TOY TOAAWY KaTapaWnTat Ta BP’ nuwv Aeyomeva Tov Kuptakov 
ypupwv, toreov Ott exelev avamver Te Kau &y, KaL TAS apopuas am avTwY EXoVTA, 
Tov vouy ovoY, ov THY Activ mapioTay emaryyeAAnTa. Ip. Strom. lib. vii. 
p. 829 (or, 700). 

3 Ta mpoopun Tots Peomvevotois Ao'yois bro Twy maKapiwy AmooTOAwY TE Kat 
Sidackarwy mapadidoueva, Ip. Strom. lib. vii. p. 896, (or 762). 

4 ‘O yyworikos yap obey Kara THY Ypapny Ta opal Kat Ta peAAOVTA eLKateL, 
Ip. Strom. lib. vi. p. 786 (or, 660). See also lib. vi. p. 802 (or, 676). 

5 ‘Ox pey amoryevoapevol movoy TV Ypapwr, migToL of DE Kat TPOTWTEPw XwpPN- 
TUYTES, UKpIBEIs Yyouoves THS MANIELAs brapxKovEW; of YYwOTIKOL EEL Kay ToLS 
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It is evident, therefore, that, (as the learned prelate 
already quoted has observed,)—“The same Scriptures 
were placed in the hands of Clement’s Gnostic, and of 
the common believer; but he interpreted them on dif- 
ferent principles; he affixed to them a higher and more 
spiritual meaning. Zhe same doctrines were proposed as 
the objects of his faith; but he explained them in a dif- 
ferent manner; he discovered in them hidden meanings, 
which are not discernible by the vulgar eye.”? 


Hrpprotytus tHe Martyr. (fl. a. 220.) 


I pass on to a venerable and much-esteemed name, 
Hippolytus the Martyr, who thus bears his testimony on 
all the great points in question. 

“There is one God, of whom, brethren, we have no 
knowledge, but from the Holy Scriptures. For as, if any 
one should wish to learn the wisdom of this world, he will 
not be able to obtain it otherwise than by reading the 
doctrines of the philosophers; in the same way as many 
of us as would learn religion, shall not be able to learn it 
anywhere else than from the oracles of God. Whatsoever, 
therefore, the divine writings proclaim, let us observe; 
and whatsoever they teach, let us make ourselves ac- 
quainted with; and let us believe in the Father, as the 
Father wills to be believed in; and let us glorify the 
Son, as he wills that the Son should be glorified ; and let 
us receive the Holy Spirit, as he wills that the Holy 
Spirit should be given. Not [viewing these things] 
according to our own preconceived prejudices, nor ac- 
cording to our own notions, nor putting a forced con- 
struction upon what God has delivered, but according to 
the form in which he purposed to exhibit [the truth] by 
the Holy Scriptures, thus let us view it.” 2 


kata Tov Bioy exovot TL TAEOY Of TEXVITAL TwY LDLWTwY, KAL Tapa TUS KOLVas EVYOLUS 
extutovot To BeATiov. I, Strom. lib. vii. p. 891 (or, 757). 

1 Bp. of Lincoln’s Account, &c. of Clem. of Alex. pp. 367, 8. 

* ‘Es Ocos, dv ouk udAovey emyivwokopev, adeApol, n [ek] TwY ayiey ypadwr. 
‘Ov yup Tpomwoy cay TIS Bovandn THY TOplay TOV ALwYOS TOVTOV UOKELY, OU AAAWS 
SuvngeT a TovTOV TUXELY, GAY [Ln So'YMact pAcTOpwY EvTUXN, TOY avToY Bn TpoToY 
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OriceEn. (fl. a. 230.) 


Our next witness shall be Origen. And nothing can 
be more to the point, than the passage we have quoted 
from him above, in illustration of another question, where 
he says,—“'To me it seems good to cleave close, as to 
God and our Lord Jesus Christ, so also to his Apostles, 
and to take my information from the divine Scriptures, ac- 
cording to their own tradition.” 

Again ;—“ These two things are the works of a priest ; 
that he should either be learning from God, by reading 
and frequently meditating upon the divine Scriptures, or be 
teaching the people. But let him teach those things 
which he himself shall have learnt from G'od, not from 
his own heart, or from the human understanding, but what 
the Holy Spirit teaches.” ? 

“We must take the Scriptures as witnesses [to prove 
the truth of what we say]. For our doctrines and inter- 
pretations, without such witness, are not to be believed.” 

“ If the oracles of God are in the Law and Prophets and 
Gospels and Apostles, it behoves him, who is a disciple of 
God, to reckon God his master for those oracles.” 4 

Speaking of our Saviour silencing the Sadducees by a 


écot OeooeBeray ackery BovdAopebu, ovk aAdobev ackynoomey N EK TY AOYtwY TOV 
cov. ‘Oca Towvy Knpvocovow ai Berar ypaput, Wwpuev, Kat doa didackovow,, 
emyyopev, Kor @S OcAeL TaTnp TicTEvEedOul, MioTEVTMpEY, KoL WS Oeret vioy Soka- 
Seca, Sotarwmev, Kou ds OcAcL mvEvpa Gryiov SwpercOat, AaBomwev. My nar’ diay 
mpoapeoiy, unde Kar’ wWiov vouy, unde Piafomevor Ta bro Tov Oeov Sedomeva, adr’ 
éy tTpotoy avros eBovAnbn dia Tay ayioy ypapwv Sekat, obTws Swuev, H1ppoL. 
Marr. Homil. contra Noet. §.9. Ed. Fabric. 1716—1718, vol. ii. pp. 12, 13. 

1 See p. 257 above. 

® Hee duo sunt pontificis opera; ut aut a Deo discat legendo Scripturas 
divinas, et seepius meditando, aut populum doceat. Sed illa doceat, que ipse 
a Deo didicerit, non ex proprio corde, vel ex humano sensu, sed que Spiritus 
Sanctus docet. Oricun. In Levit. hom. 6.§6. Tom. ii. p. 219. ed. Bened. 
Paris. 1733. 

3 Maprupas det AaBew ras ypapas' amaprupo yap ai emBorAm juwov kar ai 
einynoes amioro. eowv. In Jerem. hom. 1. § 7. tom. iii. p. 129. 

4 Et Ocou Aoyia cot ev Nouw kot Tpopnrots EvaryyeArous Te kat AtrooroAas, 
denoet Tov walyTevomevoy Oeov Aoyiois Sidackadrov emvypapecOa cov, In 
Jerem. hom, 10. init. (sec. Hieron. hom. 8.) tom, ili, p. 182. 
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reference to Scripture, he says,—“ As our Saviour im- 
posed silence on the Sadducees by the word of his doe- 
trine, and confidently refuted the false dogma which 
they esteemed to be the truth, so will the followers of 
Christ also do by instances from the Scriptures, by which, 
according to sound doctrine, it behoves every voice of 
Pharaoh to be silent . . . . . We ought to treat of those 
things that are not written according to the things that 
are written.” ? 

Again ;—St. Paul, “as is his custom, is desirous of con- 
firming what he had said from the Holy Scriptures; and 
at the same time affords an example to the teachers of 
the Church, that in what they preach to the people they 
should bring forward not their own imaginations, but 
things that are supported by the divine testimonies.” * 
Similarly to what he says elsewhere, that “ he is cireum- 
cised and clean who always speaks the word of God, and 
brings forward sound doctrine, supported by Evangelical 
and Apostolical admonitions.” $ 

“ See,” he says, “ how close they are upon danger who 
neglect to be versed in the divine Scriptures, which alone 
ought to direct our judgment in such an examination,” that 
is, as to who are true and who are false ministers of Christ.4 


' Sicut Salvator verbo doctrine sue silentium imposuit Sadduceis et falsum 
dogma quod apud illos veritas putabatur convicit fiducialiter, sic facient et 
Christi imitatores exemplis scripturarum, quibus oportet secundum sacram 
doctrinam omnem vocem obmutescere Pharaonis .... Secundum ea que 
scripta sunt tractare debemus, et ea que scripta non sunt. In Matt. Comment. 
Series § 1. (al. Tract. 23.) Tom. ili. p. 830. 

2 Ut ei moris est, de Scripturis sanctis vult affirmare quod dixerat: simul 
et doctoribus Ecclesiz prebet exemplum, ut ea que loquuntur ad populum 
non propriis presumpta sententiis, sed divinis munita testimoniis proferant- 
In Epist. ad Rom. lib. iii. § 2, Tom. iv. p. 504. 

3 Circumcisus et mundus est, qui semper verbum Dei loquitur et sacram 
doctrinam Evangelicis et Apostolicis munitam regulis profert. In Genes. 
hom. ili. § 5. Tom. i. p. 69. 

4 Unde vide quam proximi periculo fiant hi qui exerceri in divinis literis 
negligunt, ex quibus solis hujusmodi examinationis agnoscenda discretio est. 
In Ep. ad Rom. lib. x. § 35. Tom. iy. p. 684. And he says elsewhere,— 
Divinare magis est quam explanare ubi quod dicitur non de Seripturarum 
auctoritate munitur. In Exod. hom. xiii, § 2. Tom. ii. p. 176. 


ON THE SUBJECT OF THIS WORK. 313 


A very remarkable testimony this as it respects other 
points in the present controversy, besides that immediately 
before us. For we here see that the Scriptures are con- 
sidered by Origen as the proper test of orthodoxy and the 
true Church. And hence we see what is meant by those 
passages that are often triumphantly adduced in defence 
of pseudo-catholic views, such for instance as the follow- 
ing,—* It is a capital sin,” says Origen, “ to think other- 
wise of the divine doctrines than the faith of the Church 
contains.”1 No doubt it is; but it is not here intended 
that the dictum of any certain body of men should be laid 
down as the ground upon which our faith is to rest. It is 
true in the mouth of all parties, that he who in funda- 
mental points does not hold the faith of the true Church 
of Christ is in fundamental error. But before we can 
make the creed of that Church the ground of our faith, 
we must determine infallibly who constitute that Church, 
and one of the necessary evidences by which we must dis- 
cern that Church, is its holding the orthodox faith, which 
therefore must be determined before we can discover that 
Church. And when we consider these words in con- 
nexion with him who uttered them, we shall see most 
forcibly how little practical meaning they have. For 
what sort of exposition would Origen have given of the 
doctrines of the Church? An exposition unsound even 
in the highest points, and full (as Jerome will tell us*) 
of his own vagaries. ; . 

Further, Holy Scripture is with him the complete Rule 
of faith. For commenting on Ley. vii. 17, 18, on the 
words that the sacrifice was to be eaten within two days, 
and that if any remained to the third day it was to be 
burnt, he says ;—< By these two days I think that the 
two Testaments may be understood, in which every word 
which belongs to God (for this is the sacrifice) may be 
sought and discovered, and a knowledge of all things ob- 


1 Capitis peccatum est, aliter quam fides Ecclesie continet de divinis sentire 
dogmatibus. In Levit. hom. viii. § 11. Tom, ii, p. 235. 
2 See vol. i. p, 228, note, and 232, 
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tained from them. But if anything shall remain which 
the Divine Scripture does not determine, no other third 
scripture must be taken as an authority for our informa- 
tion, because this is called the third day, but we must put 
into the fire what remains, that is, we must leave it with 
God. For God does not intend that in the present life 
we should know all things .... . Lest, therefore, our 
sacrifice should not be accepted, and this very thing, 
namely, that we desire to inform ourselves from the 
divine Scriptures, become to us a cause of sin, let us keep 
ourselves within those limits which the spiritual law an- 
nounces to us by the legislator.”! Absurdly fanciful as 
this interpretation is, it shows most forcibly Origen’s 
views upon the point now in question. : 

Again ;—* Therefore in proof of all the words we utter 
when teaching, we ought to produce the doctrine of 
Scripture as confirming the doctrine we utter. For as all 
the gold that is without the temple is not sanctified, so 
every doctrine that is not in the divine Scripture, although 
it may seem admirable to some, is not sacred, because it 
is not contained by the doctrine of Scripture, which sanc- 
tifies that doctrine alone which it contains within itself as 
the temple [renders sacred] the gold that is in it. We 
ought not, therefore, for the confirmation of our instrue- 
tions, to swear by and take as evidence our own notions, 
which we individually hold, and think to be agreeable to 
truth, unless we are able to show that they are sacred, as 
being contained in the divine Scriptures as in some tem- 
ples of God.” * 


1 Tn hoe biduo puto duo Testamenta posse intelligi in quibus liceat omne 
yerbum quod ad Deum pertinet, (hoe enim est sacrificium,) requiri et discuti, 
atque ex ipsis omnem rerum scientiam capi. Si quid autem superfuerit, quod 
non diyina Scriptura decernat, nullam aliam tertiam scripturam debere ad 
auctoritatem scientia suscipi, quia hee dies tertia nominatur, sed igni trada- 
mus quod superest, id est Deo reservemus. Neque enim in presenti vita Deus 
scire nos omnia voluit . . . Ne forte ergo non fiat acceptum sacrificium nos- 
trum, et hoe ipsum, quod ex divinis scripturis cupimus scientiam capere, yer- 
tatur nobis in peccatum, servemus cas mensuras quas nobis per legislatorem 
lex spiritalis enunciat. In Levit. hom, v. § 9. Tom. ii. p. 212. 

* Debemus ergo ad testimonium omnium yerborum que proferimus in doc- 
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And hence, when discussing the question concerning 
the guardian angels of children, when they were appointed 
to them, at their birth or baptism, he says, (if the antient 
Latin version may be trusted,)—“ You see that he who 
would discuss both of them with caution, it is his duty to 
show which of them is true, and to adduce in proof 
Scripture-testimony agreeing with one of the two.” } 

To the strong testimony given in favour of our position 
in the above passages, I know of no drawback except 
what may be supposed to arise from his language when 
delivering the creed of the Church already quoted from 
him in a previous page.? Of this creed he speaks as 
having been delivered by the Apostles, and “ remaining 
up to that time in the Churches;” and says that “ that 
alone was to be held as the truth which in no respect 
disagreed with the ecclesiastical and apostolical tradi- 
tion.”3 And elsewhere, arguing against the heresies of 
Marcion, Valentinus, Basilides, and others, he says,— 
“ But we ought not to believe them, nor to depart from 
the original and ecclesiastical tradition, nor to believe 
otherwise than according to what the Churches of God 
have by succession delivered to us.” 4 
trina proferre sensum scripture quasi confirmantem quem exponimus sensum, 
Sicut enim omne aurum quod fuerit extra templum non est sanctificatum, sic 
omnis sensus qui fuerit extra divinam scripturam, quamvis admirabilis videa- 
tur quibusdam, non est sanctus, quia non continetur a sensu scripture, qua 
solet eum solum sensum sanctificare quem habet in se sicut templum proprium 
aurum. Non ergo debemus ad confirmandam doctrinam nostram nostros pro- 
prios intellectus jurare et quasi testimonia assumere, quos unusquisque nos- 
trum intelligit, et secundum veritatem existimat esse, ni ostenderit eos sanctos 
esse, ex eo quod in scripturis continentur divinis quasi in templis quibusdam 
Dei. In Matt. Comment. Series, § 18. (al. Tract. 23.) Tom. iii. p. , 842. 

1 Vides quoniam qui caute utrumque discusserit, illius est affirmare utrum 
eorum sit verum, et ad testimonium proferre Scripturam uni ex duobus con- 
sentientem. In Matth. Tom. xiii. § 27. sec. vet. interpret. Tom. iii. p. 607. 

2 See vol. i. pp. 226—30. 

* Cum multi sint qui se putant sentire que Christi sunt et nonnulli eorum 
diversa a prioribus sentiant, servetur vero ecclesiastica preedicatio per succes. 
sionis ordinem ab Apostolis tradita, et usque ad presens in ecclesiis perma- 
nens: illa sola credenda est veritas, que in nullo ab ecclesiastica et apostolica 
discordat traditione. De princip, lib. i. Pref. § 2. Tom. i. p. 47. 

4 Sed nos illis credere non debemus, nec exire a prima et ecclesiastica tra- 
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Now from these words it no doubt follows, that for the 
truth of the doctrines contained in that creed he consi- 
dered that there was proof, independent of Scripture, in 
the consentient teaching of the Apostolical Churches. 

But first let us consider, to what points this creed, for 
which the consent of the Apostolical Churches is chal- 
lenged by Origen, extends. Hardly to one of the points 
in controversy in the present day. How, then, can the 
authority of Origen be now pleaded for a reference to 
“ tradition” in proof of points for which he does not 
challenge the evidence of tradition in his own day? He 
professes to give in this creed the whole of that for which 
the consent of the Apostolical Churches could be claimed. 
We cannot, then, quote him as sanctioning an appeal to 
“ tradition” on other points. 

Moreover, he gives no intimation that these points are 
not all fully and clearly delivered in Scripture, but, on 
the contrary, his language in other places shows that he 
was altogether opposed to any such notion. 

Further; his appeal is of a totally different nature to 
any that can be made now. His comparative proximity 
to the times of the Apostles, made his reference to the 
testimony then borne by the Apostolical Churches alto- 
gether different to a reference in the present day to the 
witness of the works accidentally remaining to us of a 
few antient authors. His statements, therefore, fall far 
short of affording any countenance to the theory of the 
Romanists or the Tractators. On the contrary, when 
taken as a whole, and viewed with reference to the pre- 
sent day, they will, I think, be considered by an impar- 
tial reader clearly to support the opposite view. 

I cannot help adding, also, that whatever might be 
thought of such passages, an appeal to Origen in support 
of the views which we are here opposing, seems to me 
altogether a mistake. For, as we have already seen, he 


ditione, nec aliter credere, nisi quemadmodum per successionem ecclesize Dei 
tradiderunt nobis. In Matth. Comment. Series, § 46, (al. Tract. 29.) Tom. iii. 
p- 864, : 
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makes this “ tradition” to which he refers responsible 
for some of his own errors.1. He is a clear instance, then, 
how easy it is for men to make great mistakes, and em- 
brace serious errors, and at the same time claim “ Church- 
tradition” in their favour. 


Dionysius oF ALEXANDRIA. (fl. a. 247.) 


There is also a remarkable testimony to Scripture as 
the Rule of faith, in an extract given us by Eusebius, from 
the writings of Dionysius of Alexandria. Dionysius there 
gives us an account of his going into the province of 
the Arsinoite, and convening a meeting of the presbyters 
and others of those parts, to discuss the doctrines of the 
millenarians, to which many in those parts were attached. 
What, then, was the rule of judgment to this meeting? 
At that early period one might not have been surprised 
if some reference had been made to tradition. But we 
find nothing of the kind. On the contrary, we are told 
by Dionysius, in praise of the spirit and mode of proceed- 
ing of the assembly, that while they attempted to main- 
tain, as far as they could, their own notions, they were not 
ashamed, when the argument went against them, to con- 
fess their error; “ but, on the contrary, acting most con- 
scientiously and sincerely, and with hearts laid open to 
God’s view, fully received those things that were established 
by proofs and testimonies of the Holy Scriptures.” ? 


Cyprian. (fl. a. 248.) 


I proceed to the venerable Cyprian, whose testimony is 
beyond exception in our favour, and remarkably strong. 

In the celebrated contest between him and Stephen, 
bishop of Rome, respecting the rebaptization of those 


1 See vol. i. pp. 228, note, and 232, Also Hieron. Ep. ad Avit. ep. 124, 
ed. Vallars. Venet. 

2 AAD’ evowveldnT@s Kor avuToKpitws Ka Tas Kupdius mpos TOY OEoy HrAw- 
Mevaus, TA ToS uTodeiEEot Kat SiDaTKAALOULS TWY GryLwWY "ypapwY TUVLOTAVOMEVa, KT OL 
5exouevot. Dionys. ALEX. in Euseb, Hist. Eccl, lib. vii. c. 24. 
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baptized by heretics, it was pleaded by Stephen that 
“ tradition” was against it. To this Cyprian replies, “‘ Let 
nothing new be introduced, says Stephen, ‘ but what 
is delivered [tradited] to us.’ Whence is that tradition? 
Does it descend from Dominical and Evangelical testi- 
mony, or does it come from the commands and epistles 
of the Apostles? For God declares that those things are 
to be done that are written .... If, therefore, it is 
either commanded in the Gospel, or contained in the 
Epistles or Acts of the Apostles, that those who come 
from any heresy should not be baptized, but only hands 
be placed upon them for repentance, let that divine and 
holy tradition be observed ..... But if there is but 
one baptism, which is among us, and is internal, -and of 
the divine favour has been granted to the Church alone, 
what obstinacy and presumption is it to prefer a human 
tradition to the divine appointment, and not to perceive 
that God is indignant and angry as often as human tradi- 
tion annuls and neglects the divine precepts . . . . Cus- 
tom without truth is merely old error; wherefore, leaving 
the error, let us follow truth .... But it is reckoned a 
gain by pious and simple minds both to lay aside the 
error, and to find and search out the truth. For if we 
return to the head and original of the divine tradition, 
human error ceases . . . . If an aqueduct, which before 
flowed largely and in abundance, suddenly fails, do we 
not go to the fountain, that the reason of the failure may 
there be ascertained, whether the water is dried up 
through the exhaustion of the supply at the fountain- 
head, or whether flowing thence freely and fully it has 
failed in the middle of its course; that if it has been 
caused through the pipe being broken or porous, so that 
the water could not flow on in a continuous stream, the 
pipe may be repaired and made good, and the water col- 
leeted may be supplied for the use and drink of the city, 
with the same fulness and perfection with which it rises 
from the fountain-head? _ And this it now becomes the 
priests of God to do, observing the divine precepts, so that 
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if the truth has in anything wavered, we may return to 
the Dominical original and the Evangelical and Aposto- 
lical tradition, and the tenour of our actions take its rise 
from thence whence their order and origin took their 
rise. For it is delivered to us that there is one God, and . 
one Christ, and one hope, and one faith, and one Church, 
and one baptism [Eph. iv. 4—6.] ordained only in one 
Church; and whoever departs from this unity, he must 
necessarily be found among heretics; whom while he 
[i.e. Stephen] defends against the Church, he impugns 
the sacred mystery of the divine tradition.” * 


1 « ¢ Nihil innovetur,’ inquit, * nisi quod traditum est.’ Unde est ista 
traditio ? utrumne de Dominica et Evangelica auctoritate descendens, an de 
Apostolorum mandatis atque epistolis veniens? Ka enim facienda esse que 
scripta sunt, Deus testatur .. . Si ergo aut in Evangelio precipitur, aut in 
Apostolorum Epistolis aut Actibus continetur, ut a quacunque heresi venien- 
tes non baptizentur, sed tantum manus illis imponatur in penitentiam, obser- 
vetur divina hec et sancta traditio ...... Quodsi. . baptisma non nisi 
unum est, quod apud nos est, et intus est, et soli Ecclesie de divina digna- 
tione concessum est, que ista obstinatio est, queeve presumptio, humanam tra- 
ditionem divine dispositioni anteponere, nec animadvertere, indignari et irasci 
Deum quotiens divina precepta solvit et preterit humana traditio ..... . 
Consuetudo sine veritate vetustas erroris est; propter quod relicto errore se- 
quamur veritatem ... . In compendio est autem apud religiosas et simplices 
mentes et errorem deponere et invenire atque eruere veritatem. Nam si ad 
divine traditionis caput et originem revertamur, cessat error humanus... . 
Si canalis aquam ducens, qui copiose prius et largiter profluebat, subito de- 
ficiat; nonne ad fontem pergitur, ut illic defectionis ratio noscatur, utrumne 
arescentibus venis in capite unda siccaverit ; an vero integra inde et plena pro- 
currens in medio itinere destiterit; ut si vitio interrupti aut bibuli canalis 
effectum est, quo minus aqua continua perseveranter ac jugiter flueret, refecto 
et confirmato canali, ad usum atque ad potum civitatis aqua collecta eadem 
ubertate atque integritate repreesentetur, qua de fonte proficiscitur ? Quod et 
nune facere oportet Dei sacerdotes precepta divina servantes, ut si in aliquo 
nutaverit et vacillaverit veritas, ad originem Dominicam et Evangelicam et 
Apostolicam traditionem revertamur, et inde surgat actus nostri ratio, unde et 
ordo et origo surrexit. Traditum est enim nobis quod sit unus Deus, et 
Christus unus, et una spes, et fides una, et una Ecclesia, et baptisma unum 
[Eph. iv. 4—6], non nisi in una Ecclesia constitutum, a qua unitate quisquis 
discesserit, cum hereticis necesse est inveniatur; quos dum contra Hcclesiam 
vindicat, sacramentum divine traditionis impugnat.” Cyrriani Epist. ad 
Pompeium contra epist. Stephani. (Op. ed. Fell. Oxon. 1682. Ep. 74. P. ii. 
pp- 211—16.) See, also, the Letter of Firmilian, bishop of Caesarea, to Cy- 
prian, in approbation of these statements of Cyprian, which follows this Letter 
of Cyprian in all the editions of his works. 
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Here, then, we clearly see, that, even in a matter of 
Chureh-order, Cyprian allows that only to be a divine 
tradition which is to be found in Scripture, and charac- 
terizes everything else as human tradition; thereby 
afirming in the strongest way the whole of that for 
which we are here contending against the Romanists and 
the Tractators. And if this was the case in the middle of 
the third century, how much more in the middle of the 
nineteenth!1 The testimony of Augustine is no doubt 
opposed to this, who, speaking of this matter, maintains, 
in opposition to Cyprian, that there are some points of 
Church-order which may properly be believed to have 
been constituted by the Apostles, which are not to be 
found in Scripture. But this, as far as Cyprian is con- 
cerned, only strengthens our cause, because it shows that 
we are under no mistake as to the views of Cyprian. 

And the views advocated in the above passage are 
abundantly confirmed in other parts of his works. 

Thus, in his Epistle to Cecilius, on the question of 
using water only in the eucharist, he writes thus,— 
“ Although, dear brother, I am aware that most of the 
bishops that by divine favour have been set over the 
Lord’s churches in the whole world adhere to the direc- 
tions of the Evangelical truth and Dominieal tradition, 
and do not depart from that which our Master Christ 
both commanded and performed, to follow a human and 
upstart ordinance; yet since some either ignorantly or 
foolishly, when consecrating the Dominical cup, and mi- 
nistering to the people, do not do that which Jesus Christ 
our Lord and God, the author and teacher of this sacri- 
fice, did and taught, I have thought it both an act of 
piety and necessity to address this letter to you, that if 


1 The question referred to in the above passage of Cyprian is fully dis- 
cussed, vol. i. pp. 330, &s. 

? Consuetudo illa que opponebatur Cypriano ab eorum [i. e. Apostolorum] 
traditione exordium sumsisse credenda est, sicut sunt multa que universa tenet 
Ecclesia, et ob hoc ab Apostolis preecepta bene creduntur, quamquam scripta 


non reperiantur. AvGusTiN. De bapt. contr. Donat. lib. y. c. 31. (Ed. Bened. 
vol. ix. col. 156.) 
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any one is still held by this error, he may, by seeing the 
light of truth, return to the root and original of the Domi- 
nical tradition . . . Taking the cup on the day of his 
passion, he blessed it, and gave it to his disciples, saying , 
‘ Drink ye all of this, for this is my blood of the New 
Testament, which is shed for many for the remission of 
sins. I say unto you, I will not drink henceforth of this 
fruit of the vine until that day when I shall drink new 
wine with you in the kingdom of my Father.’ Where 
we find that the cup which our Lord offered was mixed, 
and that it was wine which he called his blood. Whence 
it is evident that the blood of Christ is not offered, if 
there is no wine in the cup; nor is the Dominical sacri- 
fice duly celebrated, unless our oblation and _ sacrifice 
correspond with the Passion. But how shall we drink 
new wine of the fruit of the vine with Christ in the king- 
dom of the Father, if, in the sacrifice of God the Father, 
and Christ, we do not offer wine, and do not mix the cup 
of the Lord according to the Dominical tradition? Also 
the blessed Apostle Paul, chosen and sent by the Lord, 
and appointed a preacher of the evangelical truth, de- 
livers the same things in his Epistle, saying, ‘‘ The Lord 
Jesus, in the same night in which he was betrayed, took 
bread,” &c. [quoting 1 Cor. xi. 23, 24.] But if it is or- 
dered by the Lord, and the same thing is confirmed and 
delivered by his Apostle, that as often as we drink in 
commemoration of the Lord, we ought to do that which 
the Lord also did, we find that that which is commanded 
is not observed by us, unless we do the very same things 
which the Lord did, and depart not from the divine pre- 
cept, mixing the cup of the Lord in the same way as he 
did .... If, in the sacrifice which Christ offered, 
Christ only is to be followed, it becomes us to follow, and 
do that which Christ did, and which he commanded to 
be done. 73... Wherefore if Christ only is to be at- 
tended to, we ought not to regard what any of our prede- 
cessors thought was to be done, but what he who preceded 
all, namely Christ, first did. For we must not follow the 
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custom of man, but the truth of God... ... And con- 
cerning this, also, let us send letters to our colleagues, 
that the Evangelical law and the Dominical tradition may 
be everywhere observed, and a departure not be made from 
that which Christ both taught and did.”! 

Here, again, in a very similar case to the former, Cy- 
prian refers to Scripture as the only authoritative guide 
in the matter. And there is nothing, perhaps, which 
more shows how much the Fathers have often been mis- 


1 Quanquam sciam, frater carissime, episcopos plurimos ecclesiis Domi- 
nicis in toto mundo divina dignatione prepositos Evangelice veritatis ac Do- 
minice traditionis tenere rationem, nec ab eo quod Christus magister et pre- 
cepit et gessit, humana et novella institutione decedere; tamen quoniam 
quidam vel ignoranter vel simpliciter in calice Dominico sanctificando et 
plebi ministrando non hoe faciunt, quod Jesus Christus, Dominus et Deus 
noster, sacrificii hujus auctor et doctor, fecit et docuit ; religiosum pariter ac 
necessarium duxi has ad vos literas facere, ut si quis in isto errore adhuc te- 
neatur, veritatis luce perspecta ad radicem atque originem traditionis Dominic 
revertatur....... . Calicem sub die passionis accipiens, benedixit, et 
dedit discipulis suis, dicens; ‘ Bibite ex hoc omnes; hic est enim sanguis 
Novi Testamenti, qui pro multis effundetur in remissionem peccatorum. 
Dico vobis, non bibam a modo ex ista creatura vitis usque in diem illum quo 
vobiscum bibam novum vinum in regno Patris mei.’ Qua in parte invenimus 
calicem mixtum fuisse quem Dominus obtulit, et vinum fuisse quod san- 
guinem suum dixit. Unde apparet sanguinem Christi non offerri, si desit 
vinum calici; nec sacrificium Dominicum legitima sanctificatione celebrari, 
nisi oblatio et sacrificium nostrum responderit passioni. Quomodo autem de 
creatura vitis novam vinum cum Christo in regno Patris bibemus, si in sacri- 
ficio Dei Patris et Christi vinum non offerimus, nee calicem Domini Domi- 
nica traditione miscemus? Beatus quoque Apostolus Paulus a Domino elec- 
tus et missus, et predicator veritatis Evangelice constitutus, hee eadem in 
Epistola sua ponit, dicens; ‘ Dominus Jesus, in qua nocte tradebatur, accepit 
panem,’ &c. [1 Cor. xi. 23, 24.] Quod si et a Domino precipitur, et ab Apo- 
stolo ejushoc idem confirmatur et traditur, ut quotiescumque biberimus in com- 
memorationem Domini hoc faciamus, quod fecit et Dominus, invenimus non 
observari a nobis quod mandatum est, nisieadem que Dominus fecit nos 
quoque faciamus, et calicem Domini pari ratione miscentes a divino magis- 
terio non recedamus ...... Siinsacrificio quod Christus obtulerit, non 
nisi Christus sequendus est, utique id nes obaudire et facere oportet, quod 
Christus fecit, et quod faciendum esse mandavit . . . Quare si solus Christus 
audiendus est, non debemus attendere, quid alius ante nos faciendum puta- 
verit, sed quid qui ante omnes est Christus prior fecerit. Neque enim ho- 
minis consuetudinem sequi oportet, sed Dei veritatem ... Et de hoe quo- 
que ad collegas nostros literas dirigamus, ut ubique lex Evangelica et traditio 
Dominica servetur, et ab eo quod Christus et docuit et fecit non recedatur. 
Cypriani Epist. ad Cecilium. (Op. Ed. Fell. Oxon. 1682. Hp. 63. P. 2. pp. 
148—57.) 
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represented by the Romanists, than the ‘fact, that they 
have constantly availed themselves of the word “ tradi- 
tion” in this, and the preceding passage, to make men 
believe that Cyprian was a supporter of their views of 
patristical tradition. That it is a misrepresentation, and 
that the Romanists are in the habit of making it, is ad- 
mitted by Lumper himself, who says,—‘* When catholic 
theologians endeavour to prove the existence of divine 
traditions from the holy Fathers, they quote, in proof of 
them, the following passages from St. Cyprian.” And 
he instances the learned Ceillier (Hist. gener. des Au- 
teurs. Tom. 2. p. 165 &s.) “ But,’ he adds, “ by the 
leave of that most learned man and others, I must say 
that neither in this, nor the preceding passages, do St. 
Cyprian’s words refer to divine traditions, distinct from 
holy Scripture. Any one will easily be convinced of the 
truth of this my assertion, if he will only at his leisure read 
the whole of the letters quoted ........ Cyprian 
ACKNOWLEDGED NO OTHER TRADITION THAN WHAT IS CON- 
TAINED IN THE Scriptures .... And the illustrious 
Ceillier is both mistaken, and leads others into error, 
when he asserts that St. Cyprian defends infant baptism, 
by the authority of tradition ; since the contrary is ob- 
vious, from the letter of the holy bishop to Fidus, where 
he defends the baptism of infants by the clearest reasons, 
derived from holy Scripture, without making any mention 
of tradition.”? 


' Quando Theologi Catholici existentiam traditionum divinarum ex SS. 
Patribus probare conantur, sequentia ex 8. Cypriano loca pro iisdem compro- 
bandis adducunt .... Sed pace hujus doctissimi viri aliorumque dixerim, 
neque in hoe neque in precedentibus locis 8. Cyprianum de traditionibus 
divinis a Scriptura sacra distinctis sermonem habere. De hujus asserti mei 
veritate quilibet facile convincetur, si landatas Epistolas per otium integre 
evolvere voluerit.... Nullam aliam traditionem agnoscebat Cyprianus 
quam que in Scripturis continetur. Fallitur autem et fallit Cl. Ceillierius 
dum asserit S. Cyprianum Pzdobaptismum per traditionis auctoritatem de- 
fendisse; siquidem contrarium ad oculum patet ex Epistola sancti antistitis 
ad Fidum in ordine Baluziano 59, ubi baptisma infantium preclarissimis ra- 
tionum momentis e Scriptura sacra depromtis nulla traditionis facta mentione 
defendit. Lumper Hist. Theol.—Crit. de vita, &c. Patrum. Aug. Vind. 


1785 &s. vol. xi. pp. 521—3. 
2 
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Such is the testimony of one who was himself a Ro- 
manist, after which I think there can be no doubt what 
are the views supported by Cyprian. 

As connected, however, with our present subject, I 
would commend the following passages to the attention 
of the reader. 

“That they may understand from you, and be in- 
structed, and learn what ecclesiastical discipline demands, 
according to the dictates of the Scriptures.” } 

“This happens, dear brethren, in consequence of a re- 
turn not being made to the source of the truth, and the 
fountain-head not being sought, nor the doctrine of our 
heavenly master being adhered to. Which if any one 
considers and examines, there will be no need of a long 
discussion and arguments.” ® 

“Wherefore we also holding a middle course, and con- 
templating the Lord’s balance, and meditating on the 
mercy and compassion of God the Father, after much and 
long discussion with each other, held a steady course be- 
tween extremes in determining what was to be done.” 3 


“We came together, and after the Scriptures had been 
cited for a long time on both sides, we, with a happy 
moderation, determined upon a middle course.” * 


“JT have received your letters, dear brother, which are 
truly sensible and full of integrity and faith. Nor am I 


1 Ut sciant ex vobis et instruantur et discant, quid secundum Scrip- 
turarum magisterium ecclesiastica disciplina deposcat. 
eura paup. &c, (Op. ed. Fell. Ep. 14. p. 32.) 

? Hoc eo fit, fratres dilectissimi, dum ad veritatis originem non reditur, 
nec caput queritur, nec magistri celestis doctrina servatur. Que si quis 
consideret et examinet, tractatu longo atque argumentis opus non est. De 
unit. Eccles. (Op. ed. Fell. Oxon. 1682. P. 1. p. 105.) On the fraudulent 
corruption of this Treatise by the Romanists see James’s Corruption of 
Scripture and Fathers. Part 2. init. 

3 Propter quod et nos temperamentum tenentes, et libram Domini con- 
templantes, et Dei Patris pietatem ac misericordiam cogitantes, diu multumque 
tractatu inter nos habito, justa moderamine agenda libravimus. Ep. ad 
Max. Presb. &c. (Op.ed. Fell. Ep. 54, P. 2. p. 100.) 

* In unum convenimus, et Scripturis diu ex utraque parte prolatis tem- 


Peramentum salubri moderatione libravimus. Ep. ad Antonian. (Op. ed. 
Fell. Ep. 55. P. 2. p. 102.) 


Ep. ad clerum de 
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surprised that being well versed and skilful in the Dominical 
Scriptures, you do all things prudently and advisedly.” * 


LACTANTIUS (fl. a. 303.) 


Proceeding to Lactantius, we are told that “the faith 
is contained in the divine Scriptures.” @ 


EUSEBIUS OF CHSAREA (fl. a. 315.) 


Our next witness is the learned Eusebius Pamphilus ; 
who, though not apparently in all respects orthodox,’ 
may, I suppose, be considered a witness not to be despised 
on the question before us. 

In his Letter to the people of his own Diocese con- 
cerning the Council of Nice, he thus speaks of the Ana- 
thema which that Council annexed to the Creed which it 
published ;—“ Moreover we considered the anathematism 
published by them at the end of the Creed to be unob- 
jectionable, inasmuch as it prohibits the use of expressions 
not found in the Scriptures, through which has come 
nearly all the confusion and disturbance that has arisen 
in the Church. No part, therefore, of holy Scripture 
having used the phrase, ‘out of nothing, or ‘there was 
a time when he was not,’ or those which follow, it ap- 
peared improper to say or teach these things; to which, 
as appearing reasonable, we assented.” * Can anything 


1 Accepimus literas tuas, frater carissime, satis sobrias et integritatis 
ac fidei plenas. Nec miramur si exercitatus et in Scripturis Dominicis 
peritus caute omnia et consulte geras. Ep. ad.Caldon. (Op. ed. Fell. Ox, 
1682. Ep. 25. P. 2. p. 50.) 

2 Quod quia ille [i. e. Cyprianus] non fecit, raptus eximia eruditione di- 
vinarum literarum, ut iis solis contentus esset quibus fides constat, accessi 
Deo inspirante ut ego facerem, &c, Lacrant, Div. Instit. lib. v. c. 4. (Cant, 
1685. p. 248. Paris. 1748. vol. i. p. 372.) 

3 Many of the antients, and some of the moderns, speak of him as a ring- 
leader among the Arians. This, however, is evidently unfair, as he expressly 
repudiated the statements of Arius as to the Son, though his notions on the 
subject do not appear to have been strictly orthodox. Du Pin and Cave, the 
latter particularly, will give full information on the point. 

4 Kat tov avadewaricmoy Se Toy meta THY MioTLY Tpos avTwY EKTEDEVTG aAUTrOY 
evar Hynoopeba, Sia To aameipye aypapos xpnoacda pwvous* 510 cxed0v H Tara 
VeYOVE TVYXUGIS TE Kal AKUTATTATLA TwV EKKAnTL@V’ wNdEeuLas your DeoTVEVTTOU 
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show more clearly how completely Scripture was made 
the sole authoritative rule of faith by Eusebius, and as 
far as his testimony goes by the Bishops at Nice? We 
shall hereafter see that the introduction of the word 
“ consubstantial” into their Confession is not inconsistent 
with this decision, for that word was made use of as one 
immediately flowing from the language of Scripture, and 
only equivalent to that which was clearly expressed in 
Scripture. 

Again; in the disputation with the Philosopher in the 
Council of Nice recorded by Gelasius, Eusebius replying 
in the name of the bishops there assembled, makes in one 
of his answers the following observations, — ‘“ Believe 
those things which are written, the things which ‘are not 
written neither consider nor enquire after;” and shortly 
after, having expounded what he considered the true doc- 
trine respecting the Son, he adds, “which we, knowing 
by faith, preach according to the teaching of the Holy 
Scriptures.” ? 

Still more plainly in the Preface to his Oration in 
praise of the Emperor Constantine, in which he discourses 
at large respecting God and his providence, the incarna- 
tion of our Saviour, and the blessings we derive through 
him, he speaks of the Holy Scriptures as our great 


ypapns To, ef ov ovTwy, Kot TO, nV mote STE OVK HY, KaL ToLS ENS EMAEYOMEVOLS 
HEXPNMEVNS, OVK EvAO'YoY Epayyn TavTA eye Kat SidacKElV. w Kal aVTW KAAWS 
doéavr: ovvebeucda.  Husnpir Epist. ad. Cesariens. in Socrat. Hist. Eccles. 
lib. i. c. 8. (Ed. Reading, vol. ii.p. 26.) See also Theodoret, Hist, Eccles. 
lib. i. c. 12, et Gelas. Cyzic. Comment. Act. Conc. Nic. P. 2. c. 36. Ed. 
Balf. p. 185. 

2 Tous yeypupimevols TloTEvE, TA MN Yeypaumeva un evvoer unde CyTaL . 2... 
dmep Hels Tlorel YoouVTES KNpUTTOMEY, Kata THY SiBacKaALY Tw lepwy Yypapwr. 
Euseb. ad. Philosoph. in Gelas. Cyzic. Comment. Act. Cone. Nic. P, 2. e¢. 
19. Ed. Balf. p. 124. It is right that I should here add that some modern 
authors have doubted the authenticity of the statements made by Gelasius as 
to what took place in the Council of Nice, that is, those which rest upon his 
authority alone. The Romanists, in particular, find it convenient to call his 
statements in question. Asto this particular passage, therefore, I leave the 
matter to the reader’s judgment. See respecting Gelasius, Mirxwi Auctarium 
De Scriptor. Eccles. p. 21. in Fabric. Biblioth. Eccles.) Hamb. 1718. and 
Cave Hist. Liter. 
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Teacher in these points. ‘‘ Let the declarations of the 
Oracles, not those uttered by divination or rather foolish 
madness, but those uttered by the light of divine inspira- 
tion, be our teachers in the sacred mysteries; [let them 
teach us] concerning the kingdom itself, and concerning 
the supreme King, and the divine Guard which surrounds 
the universal King; as also concerning that example of 
royalty which is among us, and concerning that which 
falsely counterfeits its character ; and those things which 
accompany each rank. From these [oracles] therefore, 
having learnt the sacrifices suitable to God, as from some 
Hierophantz, let us thus commence handling the divine 
mysteries.”? 


THE COUNCIL OF NICE (a. 325.) 


From Eusebius let us pass on to the consideration of 
the proceedings at the great Council of Nice, and see 
what is the testimony borne by the conduct of that assem- 
bly to the subject under discussion. 

The Tractators with the Romanists would fain make 
us believe that the Fathers there assembled pronounced 
judgment not directly from Scripture, but from the inter- 
pretation given to Scripture by ecclesiastical tradition. 
Mr. Keble, in particular, has devoted many pages to the 
endeavour to prove that the Nicene Fathers were 
“ earnest and constant in resorting to tradition in order 
to decide among conflicting interpretations of Scripture, 
and settle the fundamentals of our most holy faith,” (p. 
141,) and asserts that they “ went to church tradition for 
the critical and decisive phrase ‘of one substance with 
the Father, ” (p. 138,) all which I hope to prove is very far 
from the truth. 


5 Aoyiwy Se Xpynopmol, ovk ek pmavTELAas MaAdAOY Nn MaVLas Mapauppovos, pwros F 
emimvowas evOcou TpoomEepovnuEvoL, TWY TEAELWV uly yeveDOwaay SiSaTKaAroL ape 
Bucireas avrns* ads te Baotkews Tov avwrarov' Sopupopias Te Peas aude 
Twv TavTov Basie Tov Te Kal’ juas BaciAscov mapaderypwatos, Kat Tov To 
Xapary ja KeKiBdnAovmevou' Tw O Exarepw cuvomaprovvtwy Taymari. ois Bn Tas 
Aeompees TeAETaS Lepopayroupevol, Gdern Dewy opyiav epapwueda, Proof. ad 
Orat. in laud. Constant. (Ed, Reading, vol. i. p. 716.) 
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I shall now, then, first give the reader some extracts 
from the accounts remaining to us of the proceedings of 
this Council, and then offer a few observations on what 
appear to me the very incorrect and delusive statements 
of Mr. Keble. 

After an address on the part of the bishops to the Em- 
peror Constantine, the discussion was opened by a speech 
from Constantine to the assembly, at the close of which 
he makes the following remarks,—“ It would be grievous,” 
he says, “ yea, very grievous, our enemies being de- 
stroyed, and no one daring to oppose us, that we should 
wound one another, and afford pleasure and laughter to 
our adversaries. And especially when we are discussing 
divine things, and have the teaching of the most holy Spirit 
fully committed to writing. For the evangelical and apo- 
stolical books, and the oracles of the antient prophets, 
CLEARLY AND FULLY TEACH us what should be our views 
respecting the Godhead. Let us, therefore, banish hostile 
contention, and TAKE THE SOLUTION OF THE POINTS IN QUES- 
TION FROM THE WORDS OF DIVINE INSPIRATION.” ? 

Such were the sentiments of the Emperor Constantine, 
who was at that time not a novice in the Christian faith, 
and who had certainly had every advantage of instruction 
in jt. A testimony more decisively in favour of the views 
for which we are contending could not have been pro- 
nounced, and whatever slight may have been put upon it 
by Bellarmine, in saying that Constantine wasa great Em- 
peror, but not a great doctor, or by Mr. Keble in passing 
it over tn silence, there will be those who will regard it as 


1 Aewoy ein kat aryav Setvov, Twy moAEmiwy KaTuAvbeyTwy, Kal undevos avTi- 
TEWEly TOAMWYTOS, AAANAOUS BadAcLY, KaL ToIs dvTMEVETLY HOOVNY Kat yeAwTa 
mpokeve” GAAwS TE Kal Tept Dewy Siadreyomevous TPAYMATWY, Kat TOV TavuryLoUv 
Tvevparos Thy didackaAray oruypumtov exovTas. EvaryyeAicat yap, pnot, BiBrot 
iat AmooToAiKan, Kor Tov TahaLwY mpopnTav Ta beomicpaTa, Tapws huas & Xpn, 
mept Tov Ocrov povey exwaidevovor. Ty moAcuoto.oy ovy umehacayres ep, 
ek TwV DeoTvEevoTwY AoYywv AaBwmev TwY ChTovMevwy THY Avow.  Theodoret. 
Hist. Eccles. lib. i.c. 6. (Op. ed. Schulze Hale, 1769 et seq. vol. lil. p. 757.) 
See also, Gelasii Cyzic. Comment. Act. Conc, Nic. lib. ii. c. 7. Ed. Balf. 
Lutet. 1599, pp. 84,5. 
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evidence of something more than the mere private notion 
of an individual ; not to mention that it is stated by Theo- 
doret that immediately upon the conclusion of this speech, 
“the greater part of the synod assented to what he had 
said,’? and that the language in which he is spoken of 
by all who have written concerning him, point him out as 
no mean authority in the matter. I need hardly observe 
how completely this language proves that the Emperor 
Constantine recognised no other record of revelation or 
inspired teaching but the Holy Scriptures. 

But further ; we are not without ample evidence of the 
way in which the discussion was conducted. It will be 
remembered that the points in question, and upon which 
the Council was called to decide, were those which had 
been mooted by Arius; and of the conduct of the discus- 
sion on these points we have the following clear and par- 
ticular account given us by Athanasius. 

“ The assembled bishops being desirous to reject the 
impious phrases invented by the Arians, namely [that the 
Son was created] ‘from things that were not, and the 
saying ‘that the Son is a being created and made,’ and 
‘ there was a time when he was not,’ and that ‘he is of a 
changeable nature, and to write words that were con- 
fessedly words of Scripture ; namely, that the only-begotten 
Word is of God by nature, the Power, the alone Wisdom 
of the Father, the true God, as John said; and as Paul 
has written, the brightness of the glory and the image of 
the Father’s substance ; the followers of Eusebius [of Nico- 
media], being led astray by their own erroneous notions, 
said among themselves,—Let us assent to these things, for 
even we also are of God, for ‘ there is one God of whom are 
all things,’ and ‘old things are passed away, behold all 
things are become new, but all things are of God.’ And 
they thought also of that which is written in ‘ The Shep- 
herd,’ ‘ First of all believe that there is one God, who 
“ ereated and perfected all things, and brought them into 


' Ts cuvodov To TAELoTOY Tos Acyouevois emetMero. Theodoret. eod. loc. 
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existence out of nothing.’ But the bishops seeing their 
deceitfulness and impious artfulness, used a plainer ex- 
pression than ‘of God,’ and wrote, that the Son was ‘of 
the substance of God;’ so that creatures, from their not 
being ‘produced from themselves without a cause, but 
having a beginning of their existence, might be said to 
be of God, but the Son only to be properly of the sub- 
stance of the Father, for this is peculiar to the only-be- 
gotten and true Word with respect to the Father. And 
this was the reason why those words were written ‘ of the 
substance. Again, the bishops asking those who appeared 
to be a small party, if they would say, that the Son was 
not a creature, but the Power, the alone Wisdom of the 
Father, and his eternal image, like to the Father in all 
things, and true God, the Eusebians were caught intimat- 
ing to one another that these things also apply to us, 
for even we also are said to be the image and glory of 
God,” &e..... “ But here also the bishops, having ob- 
served their deceit, collected together out of the Scriptures 
these words, the brightness, the fountain and the river, and 
the image of the substance, and that eapression, ‘In thy 
light shall we see light, and that, ‘I and my Father are 
one, and then at last they wrote more plainly and compen- 
diously, that the Son was consubstantial with the Father, 
for all the previous expressions have this meaning.” } 


l Tey cuveAbovtov emitkomwy BovAomevoy Tus Mev mapa Twy Apetavwy edev- 
peOeioas Ts aveBeras Ackels avedelv" TO, Ef OVK OVTWY" KaL TO AEYEW KTIOMA Kat 
monua Tov viov’ Kul, NY WOTE STE OVK NY" Kal OTL TPEMTNS EOTL Pucews* Tus De TwY 
ypapwrv Suoroyoumevas ypaa ott TE ek Tov Ocov Ty poet movoryerns eat b 
Aoryos, Suvapus, copie, Lovyn Tov Ilarpos, Geos aAnOtvos, as ermev 6 Iwavyns’ Kat ds 
eypaey 6 TlavAos, amavyucwa rns dogs, kar XapakTnp THS Tou Tlarpos brocTa- 
cews of mept EvoeBiov bro THs wWias KaKodokias EAKoMEVoL, OLeA@AOVY GAANAoLS* 
ovyOwmeba’ Karyap Kat eels ek Tov Oeov ecmev* Eis yup Geos e€ 05 Ta TMayTa* Kat, 
Ta apxuia Tmapnrdev, ov yeyove Ta TayTU Kawa’ Ta Se TayTU EK TOU Beov" Edo- 
yi€ovto Se kat TO ev TH Tlommert ypapev" Tpwroy TavTwY TicTEVGOY, OTL cis ect S 
Ocos, 6 Ta MAYTAG KTLTUS KAL KATOPTLOGS, KO TolnTas EK TOV MN OVTOS ELS TO ELVA. 
AAN of emickoToL OewpnouyTes THY Tavoupyiay ekewowr, Kat THY THs aceBeLas” 
KQKOTEXVLAY, NEVIOTEPOY ELpNKATL TO Ek TOV Aeov, Kor E'ypomev, EK THS OVTLAS TOV 
Ocov exvau Toy vioy, iva, TU MEV KTLOMaTa, Oia TO LN ap EavTwY Xwpls aITLOU EVAL 
ahrAG upxny exew Tou yeverOat, AeynTat Ek Tov Deou, 6 Se vios movos Los THS TOV 
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This account is repeated by Athanasius in another 
place in almost the same words, the last sentence being, 
if possible, still more clear in favour of the cause being 
determined directly from Scripture. “But the bishops 
having observed their hypocrisy in this ..... were 
compelled again to collect the sense of the matter from 
the Scriptures, and to repeat in plainer words what they 
had said before, and write that the Son was consubstan- 
tial with the Father.” 1 

How, with this clear and particular account of the 
mode in which the discussion was conducted, any one can 
affirm that the matter was determined by a reference to 
the traditional interpretation of the Church, is almost 
inconceivable. And yet, in the face of these passages, 
Mr. Keble scruples not to affirm that “the three hun- 
dred bishops who joined in its [i.e. the Nicene Creed’s] 
promulgation, did not profess to have collected it out of 
the Bible, but simply to express the faith which each of 
them had found in the Church which he represented, 
received by tradition from the Apostles.” (p.35.)! And 
these passages, containing a plain and clear account of the 
way in which the discussion wus conducted, though occurring 
in Treatises from which Mr, Keble has quoted, are passed 


Tlarpos ovoias' Tovto yap 1oy povoryevous Kat aAnOivou AoYyou mpos Tlarepa. 
Kar rep: ev Tov yeypapur ex Ts ovoias, q Tpopacis airy. Tladw Se twy emo- 
KoTw@Y EpwrwyTwY Tous SoKOVYTUS OALVyoUS, ELTEp AE’yOLEV, TOV vioy ov KTLgMa, GAAG 
duvaw, codiay wovny Tov Tlarpos, kat enova aidioy, amapadAakToy Kata mayra. 
Tov Ilarpos, kat Oeov adnOivov, KaTreAnpencay ot mept EvoeBiov Siavevoyres adAn- 
Aois, drt Kat TavTa POaver Kat Els Has, KOL yop Kor Hues Kat eco Kat Soka Ocov 
Aeyoucba, Kk. T.A,. «.. AAAG Kat evravda of Enmiockomo: Oewpnoayres exetvav 
TO doALOY, GvYNyaryoY EK TWY YpapwY, TO aTaVYaTMA, THY TE THYHY KO TOY TOTA= 
MOV, Kal TOV XapaKTNpa mpos THY bTOGTATW, Kat TO, EV TW PwTL cov ofopcla ws, 
Kot TO, cya sou 6 Tlarnp &v exmev’ Kat AEvKOTEpOY AoLTOY Kat TvVTOMwWS eYypaay, 
dmoovotoy Tw Tarpt Tov viov' Ta Yap mpoEeipnucva TaVTA TAVTHY EXEL THY ONMATLAY , 
Aruanas, Ad Afros Episc. Epist. §§ 5, 6. Ed. Bened. tom. i. pp. 895, 6. 
This passage is quoted by Theodoret, Hist. Eccl. lib i. c. 7. 

1 AAN of emiokowor Kat ev ToUTW OcwpnoayTes THY UmoKpLTW ckELVeY, Kat Tt 
KATA TO YEypaywevov, ev Kapdiois TwY acEeBwy Boos ETTL TEKTULYOMEVOY Kaka, 
quayKkacOnoay Kat ovro. avdis owvaywye ex TwV ypupwy THY SiavoLay, Ka Gumep 
MpOTEpOV EAC'YOV, TAVTA TANW REvKOTEpOY ELEY KaL YpuAyat, bMOOVELOY ELV TH 
Tarps rov viov. De Decret. Synod. Nic. § 20. tom. i. pp. 225, 6. 
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over in complete silence; and his evidence as to the con- 
duct of the debate is derived wholly from inferences 
drawn from indirect sources of information. The case is 
so important, that it may be worth while to sift that evi- 
dence, and it will afford an opportunity of strengthening 
the conclusions to which the preceding extracts necessa- 
rily lead. 

The representation which Mr. Keble has given us of 
the matter is this; “ The method of proceeding at Nicza 
appears to have been nearly as follows; each bishop was 
required to rehearse the faith which he and his Church 
professed, and into which they were baptized,” and when 
all, with but few exceptions, “ agreed substantially in the 
orthodox interpretation,” “the burthen of proof was of 
course thrown on the heresiarch, and he was required to 
make good his theory by allegations from Scripture,” 
“but his allegations being overthrown by large arguments 
from Scripture itself, the orthodox creed was considered 
as sufficiently established,’ and “ the orthodox TRADI- 
TIONAL INTERPRETATION was incorporated into a written 
creed, being first thoroughly vindicated both in the sub- 
stance and wording of it, and also in the annexed ana- 
thema, by reasoning out of Holy Writ. The result was 
the Nicene Creed with its anathema.” (pp. 119, 20.) 

Now all this as to the bishops “ rehearsing their faith,” 
and this “ orthodox traditional interpretation,’ mm which 
they “ agreed substantially,” being “ incorporated into a 
written creed,” is a pure fiction, utterly destitute of any 
testimony in its favour in all the various accounts given 
us by the antients of this Council, and clearly opposed to 
the accounts quoted above of its proceedings. Not one of 
those who have left us an account of this Council, has 
given us the slightest hint that the bishops there assem- 
bled so gave in their confessions of faith; and Bishop 
Taylor, after saying, “ it is not certain that they at their 
meeting recited any other creed than the Apostolical,” 
adds, “ for that they did not, Laurentius Valla, a Canon 
in the Lateran Church, affirms, that himself hath read in 
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the antient books of Isidore, who collected the canons of 
the antient councils.” (x. 462.) 

Further, as to the notion that these creeds, containing 
the “ orthodox traditional interpretation,” were incorpo- 
rated, and thus formed the Nicene Creed, we have de- 
monstrative evidence that it is incorrect, for Eusebius, in 
his Letter to his own Diocese, giving an account of the 
proceedings of the Council, gives us the creed which he 
proposed to the Council as that which he had received 
from the bishops who had preceded him and his early 
instructors, and had professed at baptism, and “ learned 
from the Holy Scriptures,’ and which he tells us was 
approved (i.e. as far as it went) by the bishops there assem- 
bled, and in which those very phrases, which alone were 
obnoxious to the Arian party, and were controverted in 
the Council, were not to be found; and which is con- 
demned by Athanasius as unsatisfactory on the points in 
question ;1 and by the extracts given above from Atha- 
nasius, we see clearly in what way, and by what consi- 
derations, the Council was induced to add to this pro- 
posed and approved creed of Eusebius the words which 
alone decisively condemned the heresy of Arius, and in 
which more particularly the Nicene Creed differs from the 
Apostolical, namely, by reasoning drawn directly from 
Scripture. Indeed it is obvious, that if the baptismal 
creeds of the Churches had contained a condemnation of 
the errors of Arius, there would have been no need of the 
Council of Nice. Nay, Mr. Keble himself tells us that 
“ additions” were made at Nice to “ the old baptismal 
creed.” (pp. 137, 8.) How, then, can he say at the same 
time that the Nicene Creed is merely an incorporation of 
a number of different forms of “the old baptismal creed ?” 
And further, the agreement of the bishops assembled at 
Nice respecting the doctrine there debated upon, is ex- 
pressly attributed by Constantine to their being under 
the influence of the Holy Spirit.? 


' See Aruanas. De Decret. Synod. Nic. § 3. tom. i, pp. 210, 11. 
2 See Socrar. Hist. Eccl. i. 9. 
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Let us see, then, in what way Mr. Keble attempts to 
defend his view of the matter. 

“ First,” he says, “ there is the general presumption in 
favour of it.” (p. 121.) A most extraordinary argument, 
surely, to begin with, in a matter which must rest upon 
testimony, and which bodes ill for what follows. 

He then refers to the circular letter of Alexander, 
Patriarch of Alexandria, giving notice of his condemna- 
tion of Arius, and that which he wrote on the same sub- 
ject to Alexander, Patriarch of Constantinople; and hav- 
ing given us two extracts, says, “ Thus much may suffice 
to show the opinion of the venerable Alexander concern- 
ing the best way of dealing with the controversy which 
led to the Nicene Council.” (p. 123.) But these extracts 
do anything but suffice to show this, for they would give 
the reader a very erroneous view of the matter. For the 
extract from the first letter is merely this,—* Who ever 
heard such things? or who now hearing them, is not 
astonished, and stoppeth his ears, that the contamination 
of these words may not touch his hearing?” 

But Alexander proceeds thus,—“ For who is there who, 
when he hears John saying, ‘ In the beginning was the 
word, does not condemn these men, saying, ‘ There was 
a time when he was not’? Or who, hearing in the Gos- 
pel, ‘ the only-begotten Son, and ‘ by him all things 
were made, will not abhor these men when they declare 
that he is a creature?” And then having proceeded to 
adduce many other passages of Scripture in behalf of the 
orthodox faith, he adds,—* Saying these things, and 
unfolding the divine Scriptures, we oftentimes overthrew 
them,and then, like chameleons, they immediately changed 
their ground.”1 Now, “ thus much” may “ suffice to 
show the opinion of the venerable Alexander concerning 
the best way of dealing with the controversy,” and that 


1 Ka Tavta AeyovTes, Kat avamTvaovTes Tas OeLas ypupas, ToAAGiCIS avETpE- 
Wamev avrous* Kat TadW ws XapMaideovTes weTeBaAAovTO. Epist. ALEXANDRI ad 
fratres qui ubique gentium sunt, in Socrar. Hist. Heel. lib. i. c. 6. (al. 3.) 
p. 13, ed. Reading. and Gras. Cyzic. lib. ii. c. 3, pp. 56, 7. 
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that opinion was, that it was to be decided by a reference to 
Scripture and Scripture only, for to that only does he 
refer. And so Theodoret says of him, that “he, following 
the divine oracles, said that the Son is equally to be ho- 
noured with the Father, and that he is of the same sub- 
stance with the Father who begot him; but Arius, 
fighting against the truth, called him a being created and 
made.” ? 

With respect to the second letter, I know not what 
advantage Mr. Keble can suppose his cause to gain by it, 
for he himself allows that the refutation contained in it 
of Arian errors is derived solely from Scripture. But, 
saith Mr. Keble, he concludes with “ a distinct enuncia- 
tion of his own and his Church’s faith, conceived in such 
terms, and with such arrangement, as evidently show it 
to be a paraphrase on the baptismal or Apostolical creed 
then in use at Alexandria.” (p.123.) What then? May 
we not repeat the Apostolical or Nicene Creed, as con- 
taining our belief, without its being supposed that we 
accept them on the ground of the authority of ecclesiasti- 
cal tradition, and not on the ground of our belief in their 
conformity to Scripture? Nay, the words of Alexander 
himself preclude all doubt as to his view of the subject, 
for he expressly refers the creed which he gives to the 
teaching of the Holy Scriptures. “ Besides this religious 
opinion concerning the Father and Son, as the Sacred 
Scriptures teach, we confess one Holy Ghost,” &e. The 
form of words in which he expressed his belief might be 
similar to that of many who lived before him; but the 
sole authority upon which he spoke was the testimony of 
Holy Seripture. So the orthodox Presbyters who opposed 
Noetus, after giving a statement of their faith almost in 
the words of the Apostles’ Creed, add, ‘ These are the 


' Kai 6 ev [i. e. AdekaySpos] rors Cetois Aoryors Erropevos, SmoTimoyv edevye 
tou Iarpos Toy viov, kat THY auTnY ovcLay exe Tw yeyevYnioTe Ocw* 6 de Apeos 
ayTiKpUS TH UANOELA. MaxoMeEVos, KeTiT MO, Kon TroLnMa mpoonyopeve. ‘T'EOD. List. 
Eccl. lib. i. c. 1. Ed. ead, p. 726. 

2 See Tuxop. Hist. Eecl. lib. i. ¢. 3. 
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doctrines we profess, having LEARNT them from the divine 
Scriptures.” ' 

His next reference is to Athanasius, to whom he refers 
as supporting the position that we are to go to tradition 
as our authoritative teacher as to what is the faith, and 
then find, as we may, the proof in Scripture, and hence 
deduces the inference that the Council of Nice, in which 
Athanasius took so prominent a part, must have also 
acted upon this principle. This inference we might fairly 
leave to its fate, after the quotations given above respect- 
ing the actual proceedings of the Council; but I will just 
observe, that the only two passages quoted from Athana- 
sius, which would seem to prove that such was his view, 
are the two upon which we have already commented 
in a preceding chapter, to which therefore I refer the 
reader.® 

“ Proceeding,” says Mr. Keble, “ to the few details 
which remain of what took place in the Council, we find 
nothing to contradict, and much to strengthen the idea, 
that not only St. Athanasius’s doctrine, but also his mode 
of establishing it, was there sanctioned.” Here, then, we 
might fairly expect some notice of the passages we have 
given above from Athanasius, describing “ what took 
place in the Council.” But to these not the most remote 
allusion is made, and we hear of nothing but some circum- 
stances and remarks incidental to the discussion, which 
prove nothing. The first is an observation of Sozomen 
relating to what took place at a meeting of the bishops a 
few days before the Council was opened. ‘“ Some,” he 
says, “ were for discouraging all innovation on the faith 
delivered down from the beginning; those especially 
whose simplicity of character taught them, without nice 
inquiry, to accept the faith in God. Others were peremp- 
tory, that it was wrong, without trial, to follow after the 


1 Tavra Aeyouev wewabnkores oro Tw Ocwy ypapwy, & Kat emiotapeba. See 
Epreuan. Ady. her. in her. 57.§ 1. Ed. Petay. tom. i. p. 480. 
? See vol. i. pp. 66—73. 
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more antient opinions.”! Upon which Mr. Keble re- 
marks, “ In a word, the question lay between traditive 
and private interpretation. Which of the two prevailed, 
Sozomen does not expressly say ; but he does say, that 
this preliminary discussion proved an effectual trial of the 
skill of the principal debaters on each side; and that 
from that time St. Athanasius being there in attendance 
on Alexander, obtained the lead in the proceedings of 
the Council. This does not look as if Athanasius had 
failed in the preliminary debate, and we know which side 
he must have taken in it.” (pp. 128, 9.) 

Such is another of the far-fetched extraordinary argu- 
ments by which, in the absence of the account given by 
Athanasius of the actual proceedings, our author would 
support his view of the conduct of this Council. Accord- 
ing to him, then, the Council thought it right, “ without 
trial, to follow after the more antient opinions,” and con- 
tented themselves with just following Church-tradition. 
Now, not to mention the real facts of the case, as given 
by Athanasius, the very author here quoted by Mr. Keble 
tells us just after, that there was a long disputation con- 
cerning the faith, and that at last they all agreed toge- 
ther, and decreed that the Son was consubstantial with 
the Father, except a few,? which passage alone might 
have led him to doubt the soundness of his far-fetched 
inference. But the Emperor Constantine, in his Letter 
to the Churches respecting the Council, distinctly says, 
that all the points in dispute were thoroughly searched 
into, until a determination acceptable to God was brought 
to light. 


1 Sozomuyn. Hist. Eccl. lib. i. c. 17. (al. 16.) sub. fin. pp. 35, 6. Ed. 
Reading. 
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dokay eravera «.T. A. Sozomun. Hist. Eccl. lib. i. c. 20. (al. 19.) init. 
p. 38. ed. Read. 
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His next argument is, however, still more extraordi- 
nary. “ Moreover, Sozomen goes on to record, in im- 
mediate connection with this discussion, the well-known 
anecdote of the aged and unlearned confessor, who si- 
lenced a pagan disputer, present at the Council, by the 
bare recital of his baptismal creed;” and having given 
the anecdote, he adds,—* Not to dwell on the possibility 
that here is something of a DIVINE SANCTION GIVEN TO 
THE APPEAL TO ANTIQUITY, WHICH OUR ARGUMENT SUP- 
poss, even the lowest statement, that of Socrates, implies 
a decided preference there given to traditional over pri- 
vate interpretations. It shows what bias the Fathers 
were under the day before the Council was holden.” 
(pp. 129, 30.) So that actually one cannot refer to the 
creed as containing our belief without showing, to a de- 
monstration, that we uphold Mr. Keble’s views of tradi- 
tion. But the fact is, that any one who will take the 
trouble of referring to Sozomen’s account of this matter, 
will find that it is utterly irrelevant to the point in hand. 
Sozomen tells us that several philosophers were present 
at the Council of Nice, for the sake of knowing what was 
the Christian faith; and that upon one of them talking 
boastingly and derisively on the subject, a simple and 
unlearned confessor said, “ In the name of Jesus Christ, 
hear me, O philosopher. There is one God, the maker 
of heaven and earth, and all things visible and invisible, 
who made all things by the power of the Word, and 
established them by the sacred influence of the Holy 
Spirit. This Word, therefore, whom we call the Son of 
God, pitying men for their errors and wretched mode of 
living, vouchsafed to be born of a woman, and live 
among men, and die for them, and he will come again to 
pronounce sentence upon all for their deeds. That these 
things are so, we believe, without curious investigation. 
Do not, therefore, labour in vain, seeking for proofs of 


TavTaVv epopw Oew upeckovTa yvwun mpos THY THS EvoTHTOS TUUPwYLUY ELs ws 
TponXOn, &s pndey ert mpos SixXovoiay y moTews appicBntnow GrodemecOa, 
Kvses. Vit. Constant. lib. iii. c. 17. (al. 16.) pp. 586, 7. ed. Reading. 
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those things which are understood by faith, and the man- 
ner in which these things may or may not be done. But 
answer me, whether you believe; to which the philoso- 
pher, struck with astonishment, replies, I believe.”! Such is 
the anecdote from which Mr. Keble’s inference is derived. 
The reader will at once perceive that there is not the 
slightest reference to Church-tradition, or even any form 
of creed, but simply an enunciation of the great points of 
the Christian faith revealed in Scripture. Mr. Keble 
must be hard pressed indeed for arguments when he makes 
use of such as these. Had-he been opposing the views of 
those who think that the credibility of revealed truth is 
to be judged by natural reason, then indeed this anecdote 
might have had its weight in his favour; but how it can 
be quoted as tending to establish the authority of Church- 
tradition, I cannot understand. 

He then cites the reply of Acesius to Constantine ;— 
“ Tt is no new matter, O Emperor, which the Synod hath 
determined ; for so, from of old, from the beginning, even 
from the times of the Apostles, I have received the defi- 
nition of the faith.” (p. 130.)? But this is nothing to the 
purpose; for we do not affirm that the doctrine main- 
tained at Nice was new to the Church, but the contrary. 
The only point in question is, Upon what foundation the 
doctrine was placed. 

Then it is said, Kustathius tells us that the blasphemy 
of Eusebius of Nicomedia “ caused, at first hearing, incon- 
ceivable grief to the audience, on account of its great de- 
viation.”> Well, deviation from what? My reply would 
be, deviation from the truth which they believed to be 


' Sozomen. Hist. Eccl. lib. i. c. 18. (al. 17.) pp. 36, 7. ed. Reading. 
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revealed in Scripture ; and which, consequently, they had 
been in the habit of considering the orthodox Christian 
faith. 

The last argument is derived from the words with 
which Eusebius of Czesarea prefaces the creed which he 
proposed to the Council, which were these,—“ As we have 
received from the bishops before us, in our first cateche- 
tical instruction, and when we were baptized, as also we 
have learned out of the divine Scriptures, and as we have 
both believed and taught ... we offer unto you our 
faith ;”! from which Mr. Keble would wish us to con- 
clude that Eusebius supported his view of the authority 
of Church-tradition; and this, notwithstanding that in 
these very words Eusebius has himself told us that he 
learned these things out of the divine Scriptures. Mr. Keble 
appears to have forgotten that the question is,—not whe- 
ther a certain form of words, by which many of those who 
have gone before us have expressed their belief, may or 
may not be used by us to express our belief, but—what are 
the grounds of our belief; and whether Scripture only is 
the foundation upon which our belief (however expressed) 
rests; in other words, whether we accept the creed as the 
authoritative interpretation of Scripture, derived from 
Church-tradition, from which it would not have been al- 
lowable for us to depart, whatever might have been its 
testimony ; or, as, in our view, a faithful representation of 
the truth, as revealed in Scripture. And in these words 
of Eusebius, as in most other similar references to the 
creed by the early Fathers, he may clearly see that the 
latter was the view which they held of the matter. 


' Kadws mMapeAGBomey Tapa TWY TPO TuLwWY ETLTKOTWOV, EV TN MPWTN KATNXNCEL, 
kat 6re TO AOUTpOY cAaUBavouer, KAAwS Kat uTO TwY YeLwY Ypapwyv pmeuaOyKomer, 
Kal OS EV GUTW TH TpETBUTEPLW, Kal EY aUTN TH EMLTKOT eTLOTEVOMEY TE Kat €dL- 
SuokKoMeEy, OUTW KaL VUY TLOTEVOYTES THY HLETEpay TLOTIY mpocavapepouev. HUSEB. 
Cais. Epist. ad. Diceces. in. Tuzop. Hist. Eccl. lib. i. ¢. 11.(p.776,7.) This 
letter of Husebius is also to be found in Socrar. Hist, Eccl. lib. i. ¢. 8. (al. 5.) 
Guxas, Cyzic, Comment. Act. Conc. Nic. lib. ii. ¢. 35. (pp. 179 et seq.) and in 
the Benedictine edition of Athanasius at the end of his Treatise, De Deer. 
Syn. Nic. 
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Further ; as to the word “ consubstantial :” Mr. Keble 
tells us that “the Fathers went to Church-tradition for 
the critical and decisive phrase ‘ of one substance with the 
Father.’” (p. 138.) And he refers us, in a note, to Atha- 
nasius (De Decr. Syn. Nic. § 25—27. i. 230), as his au- 
thority for the assertion. But Athanasius, neither here 
nor anywhere else, says anything like this. What he 
says is this ;—‘ They, therefore, who were assembled at 
Nice holding this view, used also such expressions [here 
is the reason given why they used the terms in question] ; 
Moreover let us also proceed to show, that they did 
not invent these terms for themselves, since this, also, is 
pretended ; but used expressions which they had received 
from former times, from those who went before them; so 
that not even THIS pretence may be left to them. Learn, 
therefore, O ye Arians, enemies of Christ, that Theog- 
nostus, a man of repute, hesitated not to use the expres- 
sion ‘ of the substance.’ . . . . Dionysius, moreover, that 
was Bishop of Alexandria... . affirmed that he con- 
fessed the Son to be ‘ consubstantial.’”! That is, some 
few of the Fathers, who lived before the Council of Nice, 
had used the phrase. But this isa totally different thing 
to saying that the Fathers “ went to Church-tradition for 
the phrase.” 

And so, a little further on, he still more plainly shows 
that the Fathers at Nice selected the word consubstantial 
on the ground—not of any Church-tradition in its-favour, 
but—of its expressing their view of the sense of Scripture ; 
and that his reference to the use of the word by former 
Fathers, was merely by way of a confirmation, as far as it 
went, of the correctness of their view. “I have already 


1 "Ou pev ow ev Ty Nika cvveAOovres TavTyy exovres THY Siavoway, ToLavTas 
Kat Tas Aekets eypaav. “Ort de ovx EavTois TAacaYTES EmMEVONTUY TaUTAS, eTELDaVY 
kat TOUTO TpopactCovTat, AAA’ avwbev Tapa TOV Tpo uvToV TapaAaPoYTES ELPNKATt, 
pepe Kun TovTo diercy~wpev, iva, unde abt avrois 7 Mpopucts meplrermnras. 
Madere Towvy & Xpioropaxot Apeiavor, dt Ocoyyworos Mev, avnp ALS, ov Tapn- 
THTUTO TO EK TNS OVoOLUS ELTELY . , ~ . Atovucios Se 6 ‘yevomevos emlaKkomos TNS 
Adrckavipevas .. . « dsoovciov uvtoy [i. e. Tov viov| buodoyew teBeBaiwour os 
Aruanas. De Decret. Nic. Synod. § 25. tom. i. p. 230, 
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related,” he says, “the reason and the meaning which the 
Synod had in using the words ‘of the substance’ and 
‘consubstantial,’ agreeably to what is said of the Saviour 
out of the Scriptures ; and what Fathers before them made 
use of the same expressions.” ! Such, also, is the account 
he gives of the matter, in his letter to the African 
bishops.—“ The bishops,” he says, “ did not invent these 
phrases for themselves; but had testimony from Fathers 
for them, when they wrote thus. For antient bishops, 
nearly one hundred and thirty years before, of great 
Rome, and of our own city, blamed in their writings those 
who said that the Son was a created being, and not con- 
substantial with the Father. And of this, Eusebius, who 
was Bishop of Caesarea, was conscious, who at first was 
disposed towards the Arian heresy. But afterwards, 
having subscribed in the Nicene Synod itself, he wrote to 
his people, affirming, ‘ We know that certain learned and 
illustrious bishops and writers of the antients used the 
word, consubstantial, in relation to the divinity of the 
Father and Son.’ 2 

All, then, that was contended for in behalf of the word 
on this ground was, that some authors of good name had 
used it before; and this notice of its previous use, by some 
of the earlier Fathers, was evidently merely intended by 
Athanasius to make it a little more palatable to those who 
objected to it, by showing them that some, whose opinion 


2 Eyo mey yap Tny outiay Kou Thy Siavoway, Kal’ jv  Guvodos TO EK THS oVCLUS 
Ka TO dpoovgioy oupdwyws TOS EK TOY Ypapwy TepL TOV SwTypos elpyuevols, Ka 
boot mpo uvtwy ekeOevTo TaTepes Ka eypapay, Sinynoaunv. De Decret. Syn. Nic. 
§ 28, 1.234. 

? “Ou de emtokorol, ovx EuvTois ebpovTes Tas AektEls, GAA’ EK MuTEpwY EXOVTES 
THY MapTUpLay, odTwS eYypaav' emiTKOTOL yap apxaloL Tpo EvwY EeYyuUS Tov Exoroy 
TplUKOVTa, TNS ME'YaANS Pawns, Kal THS TMEeTEpas TOAEwWS YpupoyTeEs NTLATAYTO 
TOUS TOLNMa, AeyovTas TOY vioy Kat wn dfoovoLOY TH TlaTpt. Kou TovTo eywwoKey 
EvoeBios 6 ‘yevouevos emiokomos THS Kutoaperas, mpotepoy pey ouvTpexov TH 
Apetavn aipece’ boTepoy Se troypawas ev avtn Tn ev Nikola cuvodw, eypae ToLs 
rors SicBeBarovpevos, OTL Kal TwY TUAGLWY TIVAS AOYLOUS KaL EMUpayELs ETLCKO- 
mous Kat ovyypapens eyvamey emt THS TOV Tlarpos Kat viov OcorNnTOS Tw TOV dLooU- 
giov xpnoaevous ovowatt, ArHanss, Ad Afros Epise. Ep. § 6. tom. i. 
p. 896. 
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they might esteem, had sanctioned the use of it. It is 
clear, however, that whatever might be the claims of 
Church-tradition, the use of a word by two or three 
writers, spread over three centuries, could not give it a 
right to participate in those claims. And certainly Au- 
gustine knew nothing of this tradition; for he tells us, in 
a passage already quoted in a previous page,! that the 
Nicene Fathers “‘ made the word to meet the impiety of 
the Arian heretics ;” which, I admit, is a mistake in the 
other extreme; but, nevertheless, shows that he did not 
believe it to be derived from Church-tradition. 

Nay, more, it had not the sanction of Church-tradition, 
for its use had been directly opposed, and that by orthodox 
Fathers, as Athanasius himself tells us. The Fathers as- 
sembled at a Synod at Antioch against Paul of Samosata, 
in the latter part of the third century,? determined, as 
we are informed by Athanasius,’ and Basil,* and Hilary,° 
that “the Son is not consubstantial with the Father ;” 
rejecting the word “ consubstantial,’ as Basil tells us, 
as not appropriate; “giving the idea of substance and 
things derived from it; so that a divided substance would 
give the appellation of consubstantial to those things into 
which it was divided.”6 The word was rejected, where 

! See page 9 above. 

? The first Council at Antioch held against Paulus Samosatenus, met about 
the year 264, at which, according to Theodoret, [Her. Fab. lib. 2. § 8. tom. 
iy. p. 334.] the famous Gregory Thaumaturgus presided, and Firmilian of 
Cesarea and other eminent bishops were present. It is said that they did not 
pass sentence against him in this Synod, on account of his promising to give 
up his error; but that he did not do so. The second Council held against 
him at Antioch, and in which he was formally condemned, was held about 
the year 270. Which of these two Synods is referred to by the writers quoted 
above, is somewhat doubtful. 

3 See Aruanas. De Synod. Arimin. et Seleuc. habitis. § 43 and 44, tom. 1. 
p- 757. 

4 Basi. Ep. 52. Ed. Bened. tom. iii. p. 145. 

> Hirar. De Synod. § 81. Col. 1196. Ed. Bened. 

6 Kar yap Tw ovTt, of emt TlavAw Tw Zapocare: cvveAovres d1eBarov Thy Ack 
[i. e. duoovotoy| as ovk evonuoy. Epacuy yap ereivot THY Tov dfoovotoyv pwrny 
TUploT av EVYOLGY OVOLAS TE KL TWY am’ GUTS, OoTE kaTapepiaberoay THY OVOLaV 


TMapeXEL TOV djLoovaLoU THY TpoonyopLay ToLs Es & SinpEOn. . Basi. Ep. 52. Ed. 
Bened. tom. ui, p, 145. 
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the orthodox opinion was maintained ; as was the case, as 
Athanasius tells us, with some in his time; of whom, 
nevertheless, he says, “ With respect to those who fully 
receive everything else of the things written at Nicea, but 
doubt only respecting the word ‘ consubstantial,’ it is not 
right to look upon them as enemies; for we also do not 
contend with them as against Arians, nor as persons fight- 
ing against the Fathers, [a name continually given by 
Athanasius to the JVicene bishops], but reason with them 
as brethren with brethren, holding the same view with 
us, but differing only about. the word.”! And a little 
further on he allows that “of the Fathers [1. e. the 
Fathers in general] some spoke in favour of, and some 
against, the word ‘ consubstantial.’”* The phrase .“ con- 
‘substantial with the Father,” therefore, had not the sanc- 
tion?0f Church-tradition. 

Consequently when the bishops assembled at Nice used 
it, the responsibility of so using it, rested upon them; 
and it was evidently so used by them, because, in their 
judgment, it best expressed the Scriptural doctrine. So, 
indeed, Athanasius himself tells us; for having explained 
and defended the phrase from Scripture, and supported it 
on the ground that, though not in Scripture, it expressed 
the sense we derive from Scripture of the matter, he adds, 
(in the passage quoted above)—*“ They, therefore, who were 
assembled at Nice holding this view, used, also, such ex- 
pressions.” And then he proceeds to say that “ moreover” 
they did not invent the word, but made use of one which 
had been used by some who went before them. 

Mr. Keble’s argument, therefore, in favour of the au- 
thority of Church-tradition, because “the Fathers went 


1 TIpos Se rous amodeXomevous Ta Mev GAAG TUYTA Tey ev NikaLa ypapevTwY, TeEpt 
de povoy To duoovetoy appiBurrovras, xpn Bn ws mpos exXOpous SiaercOou’ Kar 
yap KaL Fueis ovxX ws pos Apeiomuvitas, ovd &s waxXouevous mpos Tous TaTEepas 
evioTaueba, GAN ws adcAdor mpos adeAdous Siareyouca, THY avTnY bey Thuy BLa- 
vowav exovTas, mept de TO ovoua movoy Sioragovras. ATHANAS. De Syn. Arim. 
et Seleuc. hab. § 41. tom. i. p. 755. 

2 ‘Ourws €1 Kat TwVTarEpwV, of Mev OUTwS, Of SE ODTwS ELpHKact TepL TOU du00U- 
oLOV, fun Plrovekwmey ucts, K, T. A. ATHANAS, ib. § 46.p. 76]. 
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to Church-tradition for the word consubstantial,” is alto- 
gether a mistake. 

What is perhaps still more extraordinary in Mr. 
Keble’s account of the acts of the Council, is that he brings 
in the name of Bishop Taylor as one who has, in his review 
of the proceedings at Nice, sanctioned his statements. 
For, at the close of his account, heading his page with 
the words, “ Proceedings at Nicea, how related by Jack- 
son, by Leslie, and by Bishop Taylor,’ he gives the fol- 
lowing passage from the bishop,— Bishop Taylor says 
(x. 462.) ‘It is not certain that the Nicene Fathers, at 
their meeting, recited any other creed than the Aposto- 
lical,’ assuming that they recited some creed.’” (p. 139.) 
What support Mr. Keble’s views can receive from this 
statement, I do not see; but the obvious intention is to 
lead the reader to suppose that the bishop’s account of 
the “ proceedings at Nicza,’ is similar to that we are re- 
viewing. Now, in the very same work from which Mr. 
Keble has quoted this passage, Bishop Taylor says,— 
“ Whatever it was which was there [1. e. at Nice] deter- 
mined, I am sure it was not determined by tradition, but 
by Scripture.’—“ When Constantine the emperor ex- 
horted the Nicene Fathers to concord in the question 
then to be disputed, they being divine matters, he would 
they should be ended by the authority of the divine Scrip- 
tures. ‘For, saith he, the books of the Evangelists and 
the Apostles, as also the oracles of the old prophets, do 
evidently teach us what we are to think of the Deity. 
Therefore all seditious contention being laid aside, let us 
determine the things brought into question by the testi- 
monies of the divinely-inspired Scriptures.’ And they 
did so. And by relying on Scriptures only, we shall never 
be constrained to quit these glorious portions of evange- 
lical truth, the incarnation of the eternal Word, and the 
consubstantiality of the Father and the Son.’—‘‘ The 
Arians offered to be tried by tradition... St. Athana- 
sius did sometimes pretend to it, though not always; and 
this shows that there was no clear, indubitate, notorious, 
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universal tradition in the question ; and if there were not 
such an one, as good none at all; for it could not be such 
a foundation as was fit to build our faith upon, especially 
in such mysterious articles. But it is remarkable what 
Eusebius (Eccl. Hist. lib. 5. ec. 28) recites out of an old 
author, who wrote against the heresy of Artemon, which 
afterwards Samosatenus renewed, and Arius made public 
with some alteration. ‘They all say,’ says he, ‘that our 
ancestors and the Apostles themselves not only received 
from our Lord those things which they now affirm, but 
that they taught it to others; and the preaching or tradi- 
tion of it run on tothe days of Pope Victor, and was kept 
entire, but was depraved by Pope Zephyrinus. And truly 
that which was said by them, might seem to have. in it 
much of probability, if the divine Seriptures did not first 
of all contradict them; and that there were writings of 
some brethren older than the times of Victor.’ The 
brethren, whose writings he names, are Justin, Miltiades, 
Tatian, Clemens, [reneus, and the psalms and hymns of 
divers, made in honour of Christ. From all which it is 
evident that the questions at Nice were not, and could 
not be determined by tradition. 2. That tradition might 
be, and was, pretended on both sides. 3. That when it is 
pretended by the contradicting parties, with some proba- 
bility, it can effectually serve neither. 4. That the tra- 
_ dition the Samosatenians and Arians boasted of, had in it 
much probability, when looked upon in its own series 
and proper state. 5. That the divine Scriptures were 
at that time the best firmament of the Church, and 
defended her from that abuse which might have been 
imposed upon her, under the title of tradition,’ &e, 
(Dissuagive from Popery, Pt. 2. bk. 1. §3. Works, vol. x. 
pp. 428—30.) 

Such is the clear statement of Bishop Taylor, in oppo- 
sition to the account given us by Mr. Keble. 

The quotation from Dr. Jackson is certainly more in 
his favour. But of course no statements of modern 
writers can have any authority in the matter, except so 
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far as they are borne out by the reports left us by the 
antients of the proceedings of the Council. 

The statement quoted from Leslie, referring, not to the 
Council of Nice, but to the preceding provincial Synod at 
Alexandria against Arius, is so glaringly incorrect, that 
it is worth no one’s picking up. “This,” says Leslie, 
“was the method taken in the Council called at Alex- 
andria against Arius; it was asked by Alexander, the 
Archbishop, who presided, Quis unquam talia audivit ? 
Who ever heard of this doctrine before? And it being 
answered by all the bishops there assembled in the negative, 
it was concluded a novel doctrine, and contrary to what had 
been universally received in the Christian Church.” Let 
the reader only compare this statement with the extracts 
given above from Alexander’s letter, from which it pro- 
fesses to be taken, and he will then be able to judge how 
far he can trust to such loose references to antient 
writings, even when made by men of the highest integrity. 
The whole statement about the bishops answering in the 
negative, and its being therefore concluded a novel doc- 
trine, &ec., is not only a complete fiction, but directly con- 
trary to the representation actually given in the letter of 
Alexander; to which we may add that Sozomen expressly 
tells us that the matter was so hotly debated in this Coun- 
cil, that its members could not agree among themselves 
in the matter; but that Alexander at last decided in 
favour of those who supported the view of the Son’s con- 
substantiality and co-eternity with the Father. 

Mr. Keble concludes with three more references to 


1 Kpirns Kadioas [i. e. AAckavdpos] ovv Tos amo Tov KAnpov els GpiAdav 
apupotepous nyaryev’ ws Se cumPawew piret Tept Tas Epidas TWY AOYwY, EKaTEpoS 
emetpaTo vikav. Suvictora: Se Ape.os wey Tols Tap avTov elpnmevots* ot de, ws 
émoovotos Kat ovvaidios eorw 6 vios Tw TMarpt. Zuvedpiov de madw yevomevov, 
Tocavtas Siadekels avaiwnouvtes ov cuveBnouy adAndAots. Amdnptorou de rns 
Sntnoews ert SoKovons civo1, memovOE TL KOU Arekardpos Ta mpwTa, TN MEV TOVTOUS 
mn Se exewous eraivwv' TeAevTwy De, Tos buoovotoy Kat TuVadioy Etvyat Tov viov 
amopatvouevois OeTo, Kat Tov Apetoy dmowws ppovely exeAevoe, SOZOMEN. Hist. 
Eccl, lib, i.c. 15, (al. 14.) pp. 31. 2. ed. Read. 
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Athanasius, and one to Epiphanius, upon which it is 
necessary to offer a few remarks. 

The first passage 1 is adduced to prove “ the instinctive — 
and inevitable comparison which the new doctrines un- 
derwent with those before received,’ and (as I suppose 
Mr. Keble would have us conclude) the consequent rejec- 
tion of the new. But the passage is merely an appeal to 
the reader whether he had not always understood the 
word Son, learned in his first catechism, as implying iden- 
tity of substance with the Father, and consequently 
whether he had not been surprised at the doctrine of 
Arius, as something different to what he had been always 
taught; an appeal which the strongest opponents of Mr. 
Keble’s views would not hesitate to make in a similar 
case, and which, therefore, we may pass over without 
further remark. 

“Secondly,” adds Mr. Keble, “he [i. e. Athanasius] 
presents the creed to the Emperor Jovian, not merely as 
the judgment of the present Church on the meaning of 
the Scriptures, but rather as her testimony to the fact 
that ‘this faith had all along been known to all in the 
Church, being learned and read out of the divine Serip- 
tures. For in this, the saints being perfected, endured 
martyrdom.” &c. (p. 140.) Now, in the original, there 
is not one word to authorize the observation with which 
this citation is introduced, as to the presentation of the 
creed to the Emperor Jovian, as the Church’s testimony 
to the fact, ke. ; nor anything corresponding to the appa- 
rent quotation that “ this faith had all along been known to 
allin the Church.” The passage, with the preceding con- 
text, is this. ‘Your piety, therefore, being desirous of 
learning from us the faith of the Catholic Church, having 
given thanks for this to the Lord, we have thought good 
above all things to bring to the remembrance of your 
piety the creed confessed by the Fathers at Nicaea, 


1 Qrat. 2a, contra Arian. § 34, tom. i, p. 502. B. See Keble’s Serm. pp. 
139, 140. 
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For some having rejected this, have in various ways 
plotted against us, because we do not assent to the Arian 
heresy, and have become the causes of heresy and schisms 
in the Catholic Church. For the true and pious faith in 
the Lord hath stood forth evident to all, being known 
and read out of the divine Scriptures. For in this, the 
saints being perfected, endured martyrdom,” &e.1 Now 
this passage, so far from being favourable to Mr. Keble’s 
view, is directly opposed to it; for it expressly tells us 
that the true faith is evident to all, as being known and 
read out of the divine Scriptures. 

The next quotation stands thus;—‘‘The Fathers in- 
serted the clause of the Son’s consubstantiality with the 
Father, and anathematized those who afiirmed a diversity 
of substance, not in terms which they had framed for 
themselves, but which they too had learned from the 
Fathers before them .... . which being so, the creed 
of Nica is sufficient, agreeing as it does also with the 
antient bishops.” “ This,” adds Mr. Keble, “shows in 
what light the framers of the creed wished it to be 
viewed.” Now the real passage, as it stands in Athana- 
sius, is in more than one point very different, and runs 
thus ;— The Fathers, having taken this view of the matter, 
wrote that the Son was consubstantial with the Father, 
and anathematized those who say that the Son is ofa dif- 
ferent substance, not having invented phrases for them- 
selves, but having themselves learnt them from the 
Fathers before them, as we have said. These things, 


1 @cAnoacns Towvy THs ons evoeBewus made Tap Huey THY THS KaoALKNS 
ExkAnowas TioTlv, evxapioTnoayTes ert TovTOLs TW Kupiw, eBovAcvoapela Maroy 
Torey THY Tapa Twy Tlarepwy ev Nika duodroynbcioay moti trouynra thy 
onv evocReiov" Tavtny yup abernoayres TWES, uly pev TOLKLAWS ereBovAEUT AY, 
drt wn emeOoueba Ty Aperayy aipeces* aitiot Se yeryovaow aiperews Kol TXT MAT oY 
Ty KaboAiKn EKKANGLA’ 7 Mev yap UANnOns Kat evoeBns Els TOY Kuploy TmLaTIS pavepa 
Tact KabeoTHKEY, EK TWY BcLwY YYpapwv YyIWwoKOMEVN TE KOL UvayIYwoKoLEevy’ ev 
TavTn Yop Kot of Grytor TeAELwOEYTES Euaptupnoay, K.T. A. ATHANAS. Epist. 
ad Jovian. § 1. tom. i. p. 780. The Benedictine translation of the latter part 
is, nemini tamen obscura esse polest vera et pia in Dominum fides, wt que ex 


divinis Scripturis haberi et internosci queat. 


350 THE DOCTRINE OF THE FATHERS 


therefore, being thus demonstrated, their Synod at Arimi- 
num is superfluous; and the other Synod concerning the 
faith named by them, is superfluous; for that at Nicea 
is sufficient, being also in agreement with the antient 
bishops, in which also their Fathers subscribed.”' Now, 
here all is consistent with the accounts we have already 
quoted from Athanasius. The Fathers, taking that view 
of the matter which is laid down in Scripture, which 
Athanasius has been just before describing, wrote, on that 
authority, that the Son was consubstantial with the 
Father ; and in so doing, did not use an expression which 
was entirely new; for some of the earlier Fathers had 
used it, which, of course, as far as it went, was an argu- 
ment in its favour. And these matters having been in 
the Nicene Council fully investigated, and demonstrated 
to be as the Nicene creed represented them to be, it was 
unnecessary that any other Council should be called 
upon the same matter; the decision of the Council of 
Nice having also the argument in its favour, as it appeared 
to him, that it was in unison with that of the antient 
bishops. The reader will observe, not only the different 
turn given to the sentence by the words omitted by Mr. 
Keble at the beginning of it, but more especially that the 
stringent words, “which being so, the Creed of Nicea is 
sufficient,’ are a complete (however unintentional) misre- 
presentation of the passage. 

To these three passages of Athanasius, quoted by Mr. 
Keble, I would add for his consideration the two follow- 
ing. In his Letter concerning the decrees of the Nicene 
Council, Athanasius, after discussing the points contro- 
verted at Nice, adds these words,—“ And of these things 
we are certified, not from any external source, but from 


1 “Ourw vonoaytes oi Tlarepes eypovay duoove1ov evar Tov viov Tw Tlarpt, Kut 
avebcuatioay Tous AeyovTas, e& Erepas trooracews evar Tov viov* oux éuvTous 
TAaTapeVvol AEEElS, GAAG KO AVTOL UTO TWY TPO aUTwY matepwy maboyrTes, Kabamep 
eimopev. Toutwy de obtw deucvumevey, mepittn avTwy 4 Apiunvos, mepirTn Kat 
} GAAN Tap avTwy ovowafomern TEpt TLoTEWS TUVOdOS* apket yap H ev Nikata, cup 
Pwvos ovtge Kat TOLS apXaLols ETLTKOTOLS, EV 7 KaL OL TUTEpEes avTwY bmeypapay. 
Aruanas. Epist. ad Afros Epise. § 9. tom. i. p. 898. 
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the Scriptures.”+ Moreover, how unwillingly even a 
word was used, not found expressly in the Scriptures, 
we may judge from the following passage in the same 
Letter. “ But, perhaps, being reproved for the word un- 
created, they will themselves, in their impiety, say, It 
behoves us, also, with respect to our Lord and Saviour 
Jesus Christ, to speak from the Scriptures those things 
which are written respecting him, and not to introduce 
plrases not to be found in the Scriptures. Iv DoEs, INDEED, 
BEHOVE US sO TO DO, I SHOULD MYSELF ALSO SAY, for the 
representations of the truth derived from the Scriptures are 
much more exact, than those derived from any other source ; 
but the perverseness, and artful and versatile impiety of 
the Eusebians, compelled the bishops, as I before said, to 
set forth words more plainly subversive of their impiety ; 
and those words which were written by the Council have 
been proved to have a right sense.”* From which we 
may see that the use of the words by preceding bishops, 
formed no sufficient authority, in the estimation of Atha- 
nasius, for their being considered orthodox; and that 
Scripture was so completely the sole authority followed, 
that even words not found therein, though appearing to 
express a Scriptural sense, were very reluctantly used. 

There remains one more passage, viz., that from Epi- 
phanius,—which, according to Mr. Keble, runs thus ;— 
“They professed the faith of the Fathers, orthodox and 
unswerving ; and delivered down to us from the Apostles 
and Prophets,” (p. 141); the real passage being this ; 
“They profess the orthodox faith of the Fathers, which 

Kar TOUT@Y OUK efwbev pels aAN ek TWV ypapav EXOMEV THY TWLOTLY, 
Atuanas. De Decret. Nic. Syn. § 17. tom. i.p. 222. 

2 AAN tows Kat Sia TO ovoua TO ayevnToY cAeyXOEVTES, TOYNpoL TOY TpoTOV 
ovres, DeAngouo Kat avTor Aeyew" der Kat Tepe Tov Kupiov kat 2wrypos Tov 
Inoov Xpiotov ek Twyv ypapwy Ta wept avTou yeypaypmeva AeyeoOat, Kat wn aypa- 
pous emercaryeo Oat Acteis. Nau ede, pony av kat eywye' axpiBeorepa yap ek Twy 
ypapwv marrov 7 €& ETEPWY EGTL TG THS aANOELUS yYwpLTUaTa: arr’ 7 KaKkonGera 
Kul weTa Mavoupylas TaAuBodos aceBera TwY mept EvoeBiov nvaykuce, aba 
TPOElTOV, TOUS ETLOKOTOUS A€uKOTEpOV ex0ecOat Ta THY agveBeay AUT OY AVAT PETOVT A 


bnuara’ Ko. Ta bev Tapa Ts ovvodou “ypapevro, Siuvo.ay opOny exXovTa Sedeucrau, 
Aruanas. De Decret. Nic. Syn. § 32. tom. i. p. 237. 
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is also immutable, and was delivered by the Apostles and 
Prophets.”! The notion of successional delivery, implied 
in the terms “ down to us,” has no place in the original, 
and if it had, the passage would only state a matter of 
fact which we do not call in question. 

Wearisome as the examination of these passages may 
have been, the result will, I suppose, have proved the ne- 
cessity of it, and produce at least one good effect, namely, 
that the reader will be set on his guard in this matter, 
and prevented from hastily putting credence in such re- 
presentations, without comparing them with the originals ; 
as it is evident, from the specimens given above, how 
completely he may be misled, even where, as in the case 
before us, he may have every motive for confidence which 
character can give. 

I have now gone through the whole of Mr. Keble’s 
arguments and authorities, by which he has attempted to 
support his view of the mode of proceeding adopted at 
Nice, and shall leave the reader to judge how far his 
conclusion holds good, that the Nicene Fathers were 
“earnest and constant in resorting to tradition, in order 
to decide among conflicting interpretations of Scripture, 
and settle the fundamentals of our most holy faith.” 
(p.141.) One thing only I would add, and that is, that 
when he speaks as if those who opposed his views dis- 
carded the testimony of the primitive Church to the faith 
as useless, and no help to the understanding of Scripture, 
or confirmation of our view of its meaning, he very sadly 
misrepresents their sentiments, and makes use of a mere 
controversial artifice, by which no impartial reader will 
be deceived. The question, the sole question is, whether 
we have an infallible Church-tradition, binding the con- 
science to receive what it delivers as the meaning of 
Scripture, or whether our faith ought to rest on Scripture 
only. We affirm the latter, and also that such was the 


1 “Quoroyouot Thy Twy Tlarepwy op0odofov mori Kat akKAWn Kat amo Te 
AroatoAwy Kou Tpopntev mapadodecay. Epipu, in Her. Arian. § 11. Ed. 
Petay. tom. i. p. 735. 
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vaind of the Nicene and earlier Fathers, who appealed to 
the testimony of Fathers who went before them, not as°a 
testimony binding upon the conscience, (and thus practi- 
cally superseding Scripture,) but as one which might 
reasonably be an additional moral inducement to lead 
men to believe that the doctrine they supported was the 
doctrine of Scripture; and in the consciousness that it 
was but reasonable that such testimony in favour of their 
views should be required of them, to show that they were 
not novelists. Church-tradition, in that sense in which 
alone it could be considered “ practically infallible,” as 
Mr. Keble calls it, namely, as implying a strictly univer- 
sal consent, never could and never can be had, even for 
any one moment, during the whole period of the Church’s 
existence. That such was the mind of the Nicene Fa- 
thers, is evident from the course of their deliberations, as 
described by Athanasius. Had they held the notions of 
our opponents on the subject, there would have been some 
reference made by them to ecclesiastical tradition as the 
authoritative interpreter of Scripture, and consequently 
their authority for the interpretation they gave to Scrip- 
ture in their decision. But, on the contrary, we find 
from the various passages given above from Athanasius, 
that their judgment was given directly from Scripture, 
without any such reference. Nay, they had evidently no 
idea of being in possession of any such authoritative inter- 
pretation, for it appears that their intention and great 
desire was to use nothing but phrases occurring in Scrip- 
ture, and that they very reluctantly adopted a word not 
found in Scripture, and then only on the consideration 
that that word seemed compendiously to express the 
meaning of a number of Scriptural phrases they had col- 
lected together for the purpose of obtaining the sense of 
Scripture on the subject. 

Let our opponents hear one of their own chosen wit- 
nesses, Bishop Patrick,—“ This tradition [i. e. the Nicene 
Creed] supposes the Scripture for its ground; and de- 
livers nothing but what the Fathers assembled at Nice 

VOL, Il. AA 
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believed to be contained there, and was first fetched from 
thence.” 1 

Nay, even a Romanist may be found giving the same 
account of the matter. ‘“ The Council,” says Tillemont, 
“ perceiving their hypocrisy, collected together all the 
Scripture expressions which related to the Son, and com- 
prehended them all under the word consubstantial, which 
is to say of the same substance; and all the bishops, after 
long considering it, agreed to that term. It was thus that, 
after having thoroughly examined all the doctrine of the 
Evangelists and Apostles, the Prelates, grounding their 
determination upon the Holy Scriptures, settled with great 
caution the perfect rule of the catholic faith. They had 
likewise a more particular reason for using that: term. 
For the Council having seen, by the Letter of Eusebius 
of Nicomedia, which we spoke of before, that the Arians 
looked upon the consubstantiality as diametrically opposite 
to their heresy, they were willing to make use of that sword 
against them which they had drawn out of the scabbard 
themselves.” ? 

The same reference to Scripture as the sole authority 
upon which our faith is to rest in this matter, is observable 
in the passage of Dionysius Romanus, given to us by 
Athanasius on this subject, from a work of his against the 
Sabellians. “ Not less also,” he says, “ must one blame 
those who think that the Son is a creature, and suppose 
that the Lord was made like any one of things truly 
made, since the divine oracles bear witness that his gene- 
ration was such as was meet and fitting for him, and that 
he is not a creature formed and made. It is no slight, 
but rather the greatest blasphemy, therefore, to say that 
the Lord was in any way made by hands. For if the Son 
was made, there was a time when he was not; but he was 
in existence always, if he is in the Father, [Jo. xiv. 11.] 


! Bishop Patrick on Tradition. 
° History of the Arians, by Tillemont, translated by Deacon, vol. ii. p. 623. 


The last statement in the above passage is derived from Ambros. De fide, 
lib, iii. ¢. 7, 
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as he himself says; and if Christ is the Word, and Wis- 
dom, and Power; for the divine Scriptures say, that 
Christ is these, as ye know . . . . To the absurdities that 
follow, from saying that the Son is a creature, the leaders 
of this opinien do not appear to me to have attended, and 
consequently to have erred altogether from the truth, 
having understood the passage, ‘ The Lord created me in 
the beginning of his ways’ [Prov. viii. 22.] contrary to 
the meaning of the divine and prophetic Scripture in this 
respect. or the word ‘ created,’ as ye know, has more 
than one signification . . . . And any one may see that 
the Son is often said by the divine oracles to have been 
begotten, but not, to have been made; by which they who 
embrace false notions respecting the generation of the 
Lord, are evidently condemned, who dare to say that his 
divine and unutterable generation was a creation. There- 
fore, we must not divide the wonderful and divine unity 
into three divinities, nor diminish by the notion of crea- 
tion the dignity and excellent greatness of the Lord, but 
believe in God the Father Almighty, and in Jesus Christ 
his Son, and in the Holy Ghost, and that the Word is 
united to the God of the Universe ; for he says, ‘I and 
my Father are one;’ [Jo. x. 30.] and, ‘ I amin the Fa- 
ther and the Father in me.’ [Jo. xiv. 10.]” 4 

There is not in the whole passage the slightest allusion 
to anything but Scripture; not one word to lead us to 
suppose that he knew anything of ecclesiastical tradition 
as the authoritative interpreter of Scripture. 

In conclusion, I will add a few words on an argument 
which, as it has been used by the Romanists, may 
possibly be resorted to by the Tractators. They will 
perhaps be disposed to reply, True, these Fathers did go 
to Scripture only for their proof, and appeared to draw 
their conclusions directly from Scripture, but this was 
only because their adversaries refused and rejected eccle- 
siastical tradition, but the authority upon which they 

1 Dionys. Rom. ady, Sabell. cit. in Athanas, De Decret. Nic. Synod, 


§ 26, tom, i. p. 231. 
AA2 
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rested in their own minds for their interpretation of 
Scripture, and which théy felt themselves bound in 
conscience to obey, was ecclesiastical tradition. This 
is in fact their last hold, and, like the Romanists, they 
studiously endeavour to make us suppose that the heretics 
rejected ecclesiastical tradition,’ but it is a refuge wholly 
untenable. For the supposed fact upon which the argu- 
ment is founded is anything but a fact. The heretics 
were remarkable for appealing to tradition. In the 
case of Arius, now before us, we find him making a 
direct appeal to the testimony of antiquity as in his favour, 
and in a Letter of his to Pope Alexander, preserved by 
Epiphanius, he introduces his creed as the creed which 
he had learnt from his ancestors.* 'This is a point, how- 
ever, to which we have already directed the reader’s 
attention,’ and therefore I would only observe here, that 
it is a complete reply to any such objection as we have 
supposed to our availing ourselves of the full value of 
the testimony which the conduct of the Nicene Council 
bears to the correctness of the views we are advocating. 
And hence we may estimate the accuracy of Mr. New- 
man’s statement, that “ when the history of Arianism is 
examined, this peculiarity will be found respecting it, 
that it appealed only to Scripture, not to catholic tradi- 
tion ;* which from one who professes to have examined 
its history, and has published a book on the subject, is 
somewhat extraordinary. 

The Tractators must pardon me for saying, that their 
statements, when taken as a whole, incontestably prove 
that they have received their views not from a careful and 
impartial perusal of the Fathers themselves, but from the 
works of Romish and semi-Romish writers, for they are 


! See Newman, Lect. 7 ; &c. 

2 ‘H moTis Huwv h ek Mpoyovev, HY Kat oro cov menadnkamey waxupte Tora, 
eotw avrn. Epiphan. in her. Arian. § 7. Ed. Petay. tom. i. p. 732. 

3 See vol. i. pp. 397—-401. See, also, besides the passages there mentioned | 
Socrat. Hist. Eccl. i. 26. 

4 Lect. p. 205. 


ON THE SUBJECT OF THIS WORK. DOV 


involved in almost all their misrepresentations and mis- 
takes. 

In the preceding observations I have abstained from 
noticing the statements of Gelasius respecting the pro- 
ceedings of the Council, because their authority has been 
questioned by some; but I may here add some passages 
from that author, showing that his account agrees with 
the view we have taken above, or rather, I should say, 
with the account we have quoted from Athanasius, of those 
proceedings ; and certainly they afford a probable testi- 
mony of at least the principles by which the Council was 
governed ; for even supposing that we are indebted to the 
inventive powers of Gelasius, or the more antient author 
from whom he professes to quote, for much of the matter 
contained in his details, yet the great principles by which 
the Council was governed are surely not likely to be mis- 
represented so soon after it was held. 

Thus, then, speaks Gelasius ;—“ That divine assembly of 
orthodox priests of God that, with the Holy Spirit, inves- 
tigated and set forth through the Prophetical and Evan- 
gelical and Apostolical Scriptures concerning the Word 
of Life, that is, the Son of God, that he is truly uncreated 
in his Divine nature, and not a creature, as that most im- 
pious enemy of God, Arius, blasphemously said against 
him, is truly Sion, and Jerusalem, and the high mountain 
of the Lord, and the house of the God of Jacob... ... 
And this venerable and holy rule of the spotless faith hath 
been to us in very deed a high mountain of God from above, 
according as the word spoken by the Lord himself first 
manifested, and which was delivered by the Apostles, and 
has now been declared by his priests assembled at Nice 
by scriptural testimonies.”1 “ And they [the Fathers at 


1 Adndws yap Ziwy kat ‘lepovoadnu kas opos Kupsiov viynAotaruv Kat o1kos TOU 
Ocov laxwB, 6 Oetos exewos Tw Tov Oeov opOodotwv iepewy durAos* Mvevmart aryiw 
diackepapevoyv Kat TopacTyncavTwy dia Te ypapwy TIpopntixwy Kat EvaryyeAucwy 
Kat Am@ooToAlK@y TEept TOV AoYou Ts Swns, TouT’ egTL TOV viov TOV cov, WS aANBws 
aKrioTos TH THS VeoTNTOS Pucel, Ka ov KTITMA’ KAWwWS 6 OEeoMaxos Kat agEeBEoTaToS 
kar’ avtov eBAacpnunoey Apes. . . «+ Kat adndws tndov opos Ocov avwiev 
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Nice] proclaimed him to be the Maker and Former of 
the things visible and invisible, according to the Aposto- 
lical faith delivered to his Church from the beginning, 
having set forth the proofs by Scriptural testimonies.” * 
Further on, having spoken of the disputation between 
the bisliops and a philosopher who was advocating the 
cause of Arius, he says, “ By the divine word, as with fire, 
they consumed all the subtle pretences of the philosopher 
like tow.” * And so in a response made to the philo- 
sopher by Macarius, bishop of Jerusalem, in the name of 
the Council, we find the bishop speaking thus,—“ We 
have already admonished you that we must not by any 
means use the word, ‘how,’ with respect to the divine 
mysteries. For they are unutterable and incomprehensi- 
ble. But according as we have been taught out of the 
sacred oracles, we will speak, so far as words will enable 
us to set them forth.” > 

The weight necessarily attaching to the proceedings of 
such a Council will, I am convinced, render any apology 
needless for the space here given to it; and I trust that 
the testimonies adduced above can leave no doubt on the 
mind of the impartial reader what was the authority, the 
sole authority recognised by the bishops there assembled, 
in their deliberations respecting the faith. 

How little the notions of Dr. Pusey and his party 
respecting this Council, either as to the nature of its pro- 
ceedings, or its authority,agree with those of the Fathers, 


jpwv, Kaa, moocdnrAwoev 6 Aoryos map’ avtou Tov Kupiou, dia Twy AwooToAwy dudes, 
iat vuv dia TwY avTov lepewy Kara THY Nixacwy ypapucais pwapTupLass TpavwOeLs, & 
TpookvyyTOS otros Kat WyLos TS amounTov mTEws bpos. GELAS. Cyzic. Com- 
ment. Act. Cone, Nic. Ed. Balf. 1599, lib. i. c. 9. pp. 28, 9. 

' Kriotny Te avrov Kat Snjoupyov éparwy Te Kut aopatwy exnpvéay, Kata THY 
avexabey mapodo0cicay 7 EKKANTLA aVTOU amOTTOALKHY MLOTIY, YoadiKaLs mapTU- 
plats Tas amoderters exdwouvres. Ib. lib. ii. c. 11. p. 94. 

2Tlacas yup Tas Tov bidogopov TOAUTAGKOUS TpoTacTEls, HS TUps, TW OELw AO'YW, 
otummiov Suny, karavnAtcKkoy, Ib. lib. ii. c. 13. p. 99 (misprinted 89.) 

3 Hdn eipnKopev vol, w BeATLOTE, pNOaMwS ext TwY TOV Oeou VOT NpLOV AEyEW 
ro érws. AmoppyTa yap clot Kat avemiAoyioTa, ‘Os de ex TwY lepwy Aorywy €d.- 


daxOnuev, epoupev bo0v & oyos TwapacTnca Suvyoeru. Ib. lib. ii. c. 24, 
p. 154, 
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may be judged from the following passage of the excel- 
lent Hilary. “ As in winter, in a stormy sea, it is the 
safest course to be observed by mariners, that when a 
storm rages they should return to the port whence they 
set out; or, as it befits careless youths, that when, in 
maintaining their own family, having exceeded the mode 
of living adopted by their parents, they have made an 
undue use of their liberty, there should be a return, as the 
only safe and necessary course, under fear of losing their 
patrimony, to parental habits; so amidst these shipwrecks 
of the faith, the heirship of the heavenly patrimony being 
almost lost, i¢ is safest for us to retain the first and sole 
evangelical faith confessed and understood at baptism, 
[which he tells us elsewhere was not the Nicene creed, 
which he did not hear of till long after,]1 and not to 
change that which alone as received and heard I am disposed 
to accept as my creed ; not indeed that those things which 
are contained in the Creed agreed to at the synod of our 
Fathers are to be condemned as irreligiously and wickedly 
written, but because through the boldness of men they 
are used as a handle for objections . . . [and having added 
an intimation that one emendation leads to another, he 
proceeds thus:] How much do I now admire thee, Lord 
Constantius our Emperor, for your blessed and religious re- 
solve, who dost wish to know the faith ONLY ACCORDING 
TO THOSE THINGS WHICH ARE WRITTEN ; and deservedly 
address yourself to those very declarations themselves of the 
only begotten of God, that your heart charged with the 
cares of empire may also be filled with the knowledge of 
the divine words. Hewho repudiates this is antichrist, and 
he who feigns it is anathema.” * . 


! Regeneratus pridem et in episcopatu aliquantisper manens, fidem Ni- 
cenam nunquam nisi exsulaturus audivi. Hux, Prcr, De Synod. § 91. Col. 
1205. Ed. Bened. 

2 Quod hieme undoso mari observari a navigantibus maxime tutum est, ut 
naufragio deseeviente, in portum ex quo solyerant revertantur; vel incautis 
adolescentibus convenit, ut cum in tuenda domo sua, mores paterne obser- 
vantie transgressi, profusa libertate sua usi sunt, jam sub ipso amittendi pa- 
trimonii metu solug illis ad paternam consuetudinem necegsarius et tutus 
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A passage more completely condemnatory of the views 
of Dr. Pusey and his party could hardly be penned. 
So far from telling us that the additions made to the 
Creed at Nice were derived through tradition from the 
oral teaching of the Apostles, he very pointedly intimates 
that it would have been better to have made no change 
at all in the Creed commonly received, and he praises the 
Emperor for looking to Scripture alone for the faith. 


Atuanastius (fl. a. 326.) 


From the Council of Nice we proceed to the writings 
of Athanasius, who is so confidently claimed by the Trac- 
tators as maintaining their views, that an appeal to some 
passages in his writings, by one who is now a prelate of 
our Church, against them, was thought worth only a con- 
temptuous sneer.1. Whether it was wise, or becoming, or 
suitable to their own proficiency in Patristical learning 
to assume such a tone, I leave the reader to judge. Cer- 
tainly it would be most easy to retort, especially upon one 
who has so blundered in the signification of a phrase of 
common occurrence, as to have quoted a passage of Atha- 
nasius in a sense directly opposed to its obvious mean- 
ing ;* but I shall do no more than bespeak from the 
reader an impartial consideration of the passages I am 
about to quote. 

After explaining the doctrine relative to the Second 


recursus sit ; ita inter hee fidei naufragia, celestis patrimonii jam pene pro” 
fligata hereditate, tutissimum nobis est, primam et solam evangelicam 
fidem confessam in baptismo intellectamque retinere, nec demutare quod 
solum acceptum atque auditum habeo bene credere: non ut ea, que synodo 
patrum nostrorum continentur, tamquam irreligiose et impie scripta damnanda 
sint, sed quia per temeritatem humanam usurpantur ad contradictionem. ... 
In quantum ego nune beate religioseque voluntatis vere te, Domine Con. 
stanti Imperator, admiror, fidem tantum secundum ea que scripta sunt desi- 
derantem ; et merito plane ad illa ipsa Unigeniti Dei eloquia festinans, ut 
imperatoriz sollicitudinis capax pectus etiam divinorum dictorum conscientia 
plenum sit. Hoc qui repudiat, antichristus est; et qui simulat, anathema 
est. Huiwar. Picrav. Ad Constant. Aug. lib. ii. §§ 7,8. Col. 1229, 30. 
Ed. Bened. 


' See Review of Dr. Shuttleworth on Tradition, in the British Critic. 
* See vol. i. pp. 73, 74. 
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Person in the sacred Trinity, Athanasius remarks,— 
“ But these things, the whole inspired Scripture teaches 
more clearly and fully ; in reliance upon whose testimony, in- 
deed, we also write these things to you ; and you, if you read 
those Scriptures, may be certified of the truth of what I 
have said.””! ‘ 

Words more clearly overthrowing the whole system of 
our opponents, could hardly be found. 

Again, he says of the Arians, “ If, therefore, they deny 
that which is in Scripture, they immediately deprive them- 
selves of any right to the name of Christians, and may 
properly be called by all Atheists, and enemies of Christ ; 
for this name they have thus given to themselves. But, 
if they confess with us that the words of Scripture are 
inspired, let them dare openly to say what they secretly 
think, that God was once without reason and without 
wisdom.”? 

Is not Scripture plainly referred to here, as the rule of 
faith and judge of controversies in the matter in question ? 

And so, a little further on, (as, indeed, continually 
throughout his writings,) the Arians are blamed for “ not 
attending to the Scriptures.”’ And of his own doctrine, 
he continually tells us that he learned it from the Scrip- 
tures.4 

Nay, in the same treatise, he says (as already quoted), 
“Of these things we are certified, not from any external 
source, but from the Scriptures.”® 


1 Tara de Kar taca Oconvevaros ypadhn puvepwrepoy kor Kata meLfoy KnpuTTeEL, 
ap’ ay 8n Kar nuers TEOOppHKOTES TOVTA ToL "ypapomey, Kat OV TAVTOLS EVTU'YXUVOV 
duvnon Twv Acyouevav exe THY mor. ATHANASH Orat. contr. Gent. § 45. 
tom. i. p. 43. ed. Ben. 

2 Ei wey ovy apvouytat “ra yeypappeva, avrobev aAdoTpLOL Ka TOV ovoMaTos 
OVTES, OLKELWS GY KUAOLYTO KaL Tapa TavTwY aeoL KaL XploToUaxoL obTw ‘yap 
EuvTOUs eTWVoMaTaY Kos avToL. Eu de cuvopodoyovow Huw evar Oconvevora Ta 
TNS ypabns pnucra, TOAUNTaTwoay pavepws eTrely 6. KEKpUMpEevwsAppovovaL" drt 
adoryos Kut agopos ny 6 Bcos more. K.T.A. ID, De decret. Nic. Syn. § 15. 1. 22]. 

3 Tey ypapwy avnkoo. In. De Decret. Nic. Syn. § 29.1. 235. 

4 Mewabnomer et Tov Ociwy ypapov. Tp. De decret, Nic. Syn. § 15,1, 220, 
See also § 2], p. 227. Et alibi passim. 

5 Ip. i.§ 17, See p. 350, 351 above. 
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And so completely was Scripture the sole rule of faith, 
that even the use of a word not in Scripture, to define 
the faith, was objected to. “ Perhaps,” says Athana- 
sius, “they will say, It behoves us also, with respect to 
our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ, to speak from the 
Scriptures those things which are written respecting him, 
and not to introduce phrases not to be found in the Scriptures. 
Ir DOES, INDEED, BEHOVE US SO TO DO, I SHOULD MYSELF 
ALSO Say; for the representations of the truth derived from 
the Scriptures, are much more exact than those derived from 
any other source ; but the perverseness, and artful, and ver- 
satile impiety of the Eusebians, compelled the bishops, as 
I before said, to set forth words more plainly subversive 
of their impiety ; and those words which were written by 
the Council, have been proved to have a right sense.”} 
Hence, in a passage already quoted, he says,—“To all 
created beings, and especially to us men, it is impossible 
to speak worthily of things which are beyond our power 
of expression ; and it is still more audacious for those who 
cannot express them to excogitate new words beyond those 
of the Scriptures? 

Hence, he says to the Arians,—“ Let them tell us from 
what Scriptures they have learnt, or from which of the 
sacred writers they have heard the phrases which they 
have heaped together for themselves,—namely, ‘ From 
things not existing ;’ and, ‘ He was not before he was be- 
gotten,” &¢3 

And when the Nicene Fathers entered upon their de- 
liberations, their great desire and intention was, he tells 
us, to determine the controversy by “ words that were con- 
fessedly words of Scripture,’4 and that they adopted the 
word “consubstantial” on the consideration that it was 


1 De decret. Nic. Syn. § 32. i,237. See p. 351 above. Similar remarks 
occur, ib. § 28, 3. 234. 

2 Ip. Ep. 1. ad Serap. § 17. 1.666, See p. 13 above. 

3 Errarwcay jul ek Toy autor ypapwy madoyres, n mapa TOS TwY GryLwY 
aKovoayTes, CummepopnKacw éavTois fnwuria, TO, EE OUK OVTMY, Kol, OVK NY mpLY 
ryevynOn, x. Tt. A. Ip. De decret. Nic. Syn. § 18. i. 223. 

* Ip, Ad Afros Epise. Epist. § 5. 1.895, See p. 329 above. 
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merely equivalent to the expressions used in several pas- 
sages of Scripture, which they collected together, in order 
to obtain the sense of Scripture on the doctrine in ques- 
tion.} 

And therefore he says further to the Arians,—“ But if 
they again complain that these words are not in Scripture, 
let them be at once rejected as empty talkers, and of un- 
Sound mind. And for this they may blame themselves ; 
inasmuch as they themselves first gave cause for the use 
of such phrases, when they began to fight against God, 
by words not in Scripture. But, nevertheless, let any one 
who wishes to know the truth, understand that, although 
the phrases do not literally exist in the Scriptures, yet, 
as has before been said, they have the meaning that is 
derived from the Scriptures ; and when pronounced, convey 
this meaning to those whose ears are sound for piety.”? 

How, in the face of these passages, the Tractators can 
have made such statements as they have respecting the 
way in which Athanasius and the Nicene Council arrived 
at the doctrine of the consubstantiality of the Son, and 
adopted the phrase “ consubstantial,” is inconceivable. 

And before I pass on, I would direct the attention of 
the reader to the direct mis-translation of the Bene- 
dictines of a passage just quoted, where the word I have 
translated “ the sacred writers,” (rwy aywv) meaning “ the 
writers of Scripture,” is interpreted “the Fathers” (Pa- 
tribus.) To any one at all acquainted with the phraseo- 
logy of the Fathers, I need not add a word to show that 
this is a mis-translation; but, in a note below, I have 
given some references which will enable any one to 
judge.® 

1 Tp. ib. § 6. 1. 896. See p. 330 above. 

2 Ex be bri kat wn eyypaor eiot warw yoyyvfovow, avrobey wey avTot exBar- 
AccOwouy cs KevOAO'yoUYTES Kat TOV VouY OVX SyiawovrTeEs’ EauTOUS Se KoL EV TOUTOLS 
aitiacOmoay, OTL mpwror maparxXovTes THY ToLavTnY Moopaciv, e— aypapwy Bcoma- 
xew npkavto. Vivwonetw de dus, et Tis cori prrouabys, STL EL Ko MN OUTWS EV 
Tas ypapais «Low ai Aekeis, aAAG, Koa0ameEep ELpnTaL MpPOTEpOY, THY EK TWV YPU~ 
poy Siuyoiay EXouvel, kar TAVTHY EkPwVYOUMEVaL ONMaLVOVGL TOLS EXOVTLY ELS EVTE- 
Bevay rv axony ddoxAnpov. Inv. De deeret. Nic. Syn. § 21. i. 226, 7. 

3 Thus, in a passage in the same treatise but just preceding that quoted 
aboye, it is said, with reference to the writers of Scripture, ‘Ovtw ‘yap Tmas 
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Let us proceed, however, to other passages in the 
writings of Athanasius, illustrative of this question. 

In his first Oration against the Arians, he says,—“ If 
they should be suspected of such sentiments, they shall 
be overwhelmed by proofs from the Scriptures,’—not by 
the interpretation given to Scripture by tradition, but by 
“proofs from the Seriptures.”! 

Again: “ This,” he says, “ we must especially inquire, 
Whether he is Son; and respecting this, the Scriptures 
are before all things to be searched.’ 

Again; “Where did they find that the counsel or 
will of God was before his Word; unless neglecting the 
Scriptures they deceitfully embrace the errors of Valen- 
tinus?....... Let them, if they please, defend 
the notions of Valentinus; but we, having read the divine 
oracles, have found it written respecting the Son, that ‘he 
was,” 3 

Again; “ Who delivered these doctrines to them? 
Who taught them these doctrines? No one, certainly, 
from the Divine Scriptures.”’* This testimony, though in- 
direct, very forcibly shows how completely the Divine 


of @yiot BovAouevor voew TovavTa Kat mapaderypara Sedwxaot. De decret. 
Nic. Syn. § 12. i. 219. The phrase occurs also in the same sense in 
his treatise, De sent. Dionys. § 2. i. 244. And frequently in his Orations 
against the Arians, as Orat.i. § 63. 1. 467. Orat. 2. § 5, i. 473. ib. § 6. i. 474. 
ib.§ 63. 1.5381. And elsewhere passim. And so the phrase is used continually 
by the other Fathers. As for instance Gregory Nyssen, Contra Eunom. 
orat. 9. ii, 254. ed. 1615. It is quite true that the word ayiwy may some- 
times be found connected with rarepwy, in reference to the Nicene, or other 
Fathers ; but the emphatic phrase, of Gayot, when applied to the writers of the 
Church, belongs peeuliarly to the inspired writers. 

1 Eay trovonbwot, BAnOnoovTa: Tapa mayTwY Tos EK TwY ypabwy edeyxots. 
Ip. Orat. i. contr. Arian. § 10. i. 414. 

2 Tovro yap mpo mayrwy de CnTery, €L vios EoTL, KaL MEPL TOUTOV Tas ‘ypapas 
mponyounevas epevvay. Ip. Orat. 2. contr. Arian. § 73. i, 541. 

3 Avrot Se mov apa BovdAnow ny Gednow mponyouuerny ebpov Tov Aoyou Tou 
Qeov, et UN apa Tas ypahas apevTEs, VTOKpWoyTaL Kui THY OvaAEYTIVOD KaKovoLaY 3 

. eKEVOL ey ovy Ta Ovadeytiou CnrcuTwoay* hues Se EYTUXOVTES TOLS 

OeLors Aoyous, Ewe MeV TOV viov, TO HY, cbpouey. ID. Orat. iii, contr. Arian. § 60. 
i, 608, 9. 

‘ Tis yap avtois mapedwKe Tavtra; Tis 6 Sidakas; uA ovdels ek TeV OELwy 


ypapwy. Ip. Ep. 4, ad Serap. § 5. i. 700. 
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Scriptures were considered by Athanasius as the only 
source whence such doctrines should be taught. 

Again ; “ Vainly, therefore, do they run about pretend- 
ing that they demand that there should be councils held 
for the sake of the faith. For the Divine Scripture is more 
competent [to determine the faith] than all other things.” 

Again; “ Either, therefore, reject the Divine Scrip- 
tures, or, if you admit them, do not think to speak words 
of incurable deceit, other than and beyond those that are 
written.”* 

Again; “If, therefore, ye are disciples of the Gospels, 
speak not injustice against God, but walk by those things 
that are written, and have been done. But if you wish to 
speak other things beyond those that are written, why do 
you contend against us, who can endure neither to hear or 
speak anything beyond the things that are written... . 
What enormous folly is this of yours to speak things that 
are not written?” 

And, in the Fragment of his Festal Epistle, after having 
enumerated the books of the Old and New Testament, he 
adds,—‘“ These are the wells of salvation, that he who 
thirsts may be filled with the oracles contained in these 
books. Jn these alone the doctrine of religion is taught. 
Let no one add to them, nor take away anything from 
them.’”* 


1 Marny youv mepitpexovtes mpopacifovTar dia mori nkiwkevar yeverOa Tas 
ouvodovs. Eortt pev yap ixaywrepa mavtav 7 Yea ypapyn. Ip. De Synod. § 6. 
i. 720. 

2H rowuy apynoacbe Tas Seas ypapas, n Tavras duoAoyourTes, fun Erepa 
Tapa Ta yeypaupeva emivoerTe AaAew pnuata ararns aviarov. Ip. Contr. Apoll, 
lib. i. § 6. 1. 926. 

> Ecrowvy wabnrat core Twy evaryyeAiwy, un AaAELTE KaTa Tov Oeov adiuciay’ 
GAG OTOLXELTE TOLS Ye'YYpauMeEvoLS Kat yevouevols. Ex de érepa mapa Ta "yeypa.- 
peva AaAety Bovdeode, TL mpos Huas diayaxerbe, Tous [NTE akKoveELY, UnTE AcyeW, 
Tapa TA Yeypaypmeva meBouevous; . ... Tis uw N TOTaVTN amovola TNS 
apeTpias, AGAEW Ta MN Yeypoupweva; Ip. Contr. Apoll. lib. i. §§ 8, 9, i. 
928, 9. 

4 Tavra wyyal Tov owrnyplov, woTE Toy Subwyra Twy ev TovTos Eupopercbar 
Aoyiwy’ ev TOUTOLS MovoLS TO THS evoEBELas didackaAcioy evaryyediceTat. Mndexs 
Toutois emiBadhAeTw, finde TovToy apaipecdw rt. Fragm. ex BHpist, Fest. 
i. 962. 
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Lastly, I would recall to the remembrance of the 
reader a passage already quoted in a former page,’ which, 
however, occurs in a treatise that is classed by the Bene- 
dictines among those of doubtful authorship, and with 
which, therefore, the reader may deal as he pleases.* 

Moreover, Athanasius distinctly recognizes the com- 
pleteness of Scripture as the rule of faith. 

“ As you desire,” he says, on one occasion to a person 
to whom he was writing, “ to hear something on this sub- 
ject, we will, as far as we are able, give a brief exposition 
of the Christian faith; which, indeed, you might have 
found from the divine oracles ; but, nevertheless, politely 
hear also from others. or, indeed, the holy and inspired 
Scriptures are sufficient of themselves for the delivery of the 
truth.’ 

Again; in the passage which has been so misquoted by 
Mr. Newman, he bears a similar testimony in the very 
words which have been cited against us. “I have written 
these things, beloved; although, indeed, there was no 
need to write anything more, for the Evangelical tradition 
as sufficient of itself; but because you inquired respecting 
our faith, and on account of those who love to make sport 
with the faith by their inventions, and do not consider 
that he who speaks from his own private fancies, speaks 
a lie. For it is not possible for the wit of man to declare 


1 See vol. i. p. 70. 

? The passage in the original is as follows :—Eme: rowvy nrovoapev map? Suw 
Twas TaparTerOa Kat CnTEW Ypammara map Nuwy wept TNS KoLWNS Kae e€ amro- 
TTOAWY EiTaX MELONS TIOTEWS, Ypupower, OTL THY Mev axpiBeLay avTns emCnTeLy 
oALywv etl, THY De TIOTW KATEXELW, GTAYTOV TwV mpos Tov cov evTEOwy, of Ka, 
Meyloroy emaivoy amopepovTa: Tns emiBupuas. “O mev yap fntwyv Ta bmep éavTor, 
emiucivouvos’ 6 Se Tos Mapadobeiow eupeveav, axwduvos. Tlapavoupey de ty.y, dep 
Kol EGUTOLS TAPALYOULEY, THY Tupadodecay MioTW pudaTTELY, exTpeTETOaL Se TAs 
BeBnaous kavopwrias, kat TOUTO TAT Tapeyyuay PoBercOa THY mepL TOV THALKAUTOU 
puornpiov Sntnow: dmodoyev Se, 6Tt mepavepwrat Ocos ev copkt, KATA THY amTo- 
oroAuny mapadoow. Ip. De incarn. Verbi Dei. § 2. tom. ii. p. 34. 

3 TlodouwTi de cor duws Ta TEpl TAVTNS AkovoaL, PEPE, w MaKapLe, WS ay OloL TE 
wpe, oArya THS KaTa Xpioroy mMoTews exOwucla, Suvopevw ev GOL Kat amo TwY 
Ociwy Aoyiwy TavTnV cbpew, PiroKarws Se duws Kat map ETEpwWY akovoyTL. AvTap- 
Kels MEV yap Elo Ul ayLot Kor OcomvevaToL ypapat mpos THY THS aANOELAS aTary- 
yeatav. Ip, Orat, contr. Gent, § 1. i. 1. 
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fully the beauty or glory of the body of Christ. But it is 
possible for us both to confess the things that have been 
done, according as they are recorded in Scripture, and to 
worship the true God.”! 

And, as it respects its full delivery of particular doc- 
trines, we have clear testimonies in Athanasius affirma- 
tive of this, in both the doctrines which his writings were 
more particularly intended to support, namely, the doc- 
trine of the consubstantiality of the Son with the Father 
(as we have seen in the passages but just now quoted), 
and that of the divinity of the Holy Spirit; respecting 
which he says, “ Let not any one any longer ask such 
questions, but learn only what is in the Scriptures ; for the 
illustrations we have of this matter in them, are sufficient 
of themselves, and need no addition.”? 

From these passages, then, I suppose we may conclude 
that, in Athanasius’s view, Scripture was the sole and en- 
tire rule of faith; tradition forming no part of it, either 
as adding doctrines to those there revealed, or as inter- 
pretative of the revelation there made. 

But, as some passages are adduced both by the Ro- 
manists and the Tractators, as if they affirmed their views, 
we will consider them before we proceed further. Some 
of these passages we have formerly noticed ; and for them, 
therefore, refer the reader to what has been already 
said respecting them.’ Others are quoted, through a 
mistaken view of the meaning of the phrases used; and 
the rest imply no more than what we willingly allow, 
that the Fathers, like ourselves, referred to the testimony 


of those who preceded them, in confirmation of the truth 
of their doctrines. 


1 Tavra eypapa, ayarnre Kay tt madsora ovdey TACOY cder ypaew’ avrapKns 
yap 1) evaryyeAucn mapadocts® AN’ emedn NPwTNTAS MEPL TNS EV MY TLOTEWS, Ka 
EVEKa YE TOV EpeTXEAeLy BovAomevwY Tas Eepeupeoect, Kat ov AoyiSomevov, OTL 6 
ek TwY Liwy AaAwy To Wevdos AaAEL. OvrTe yap KaANOS, ovTE Dokav TwuaTos Xpiorou 
epucroy Siavowa ovOpwmov ekevrew. AdAG Ye Ko TH yevomeva, WS ye'ypumTat, b40- 
Aoyelv, Kat Tov ovTa Oeov mpookvyew, x. 7. A. . ID. Contr. Apoll. lib. i. § ult. 
i, 939, 40. 

2 Ip, Ep. i. ad Serap. § 19.1. 667. See p. 13 above. 

3 See vol. i. pp, 66 et seq.; and pp. 348—50 above, 
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Thus Mr. Keble quotes, as supporting his view of tra- 
dition, the passage in the Second Epistle to Serapion, in 
which Athanasius, laying down what he calls the form or 
outline (xapaxrnp) of the faith in Christ, says, “'This form 
comes from the Apostles, through the Fathers.”! But, in 
the first place, the Fathers here mentioned are, as will be 
seen by a reference to the context, the Nicene Fathers,’ 
a sense in which the word is continually used by Atha- 
nasius,> not “the Fathers,” in Mr. Keble’s sense of the 
phrase, as indicating the catholic consent of all from the 
beginning. This is a mistake, we have already had occa- 
sion to point out in another passage, quoted both by Mr. 
Newman and Mr. Keble, where the context alike shows 
the error.* Moreover, the passage only states a fact which 
we are far from questioning, and far from reckoning a 
poor argument for that which is so confirmed, namely, 
that the doctrine in question was taught by many bishops 
of the primitive church. But Athanasius neither here 
nor anywhere else, makes their testimony part of the rule 
of faith. And as to Mr. Keble’s notion that this passage 
shows us that Athanasius held that, for “the form of the 
faith in Christ,’ we must go to the Fathers, as if it was 
not as fully and clearly delivered in the Scriptures, it is 
altogether overthrown by a passage in a fragment of a 
Letter to the Monks, in which Athanasius, speaking on the 
very same point, says,—“ I might also have considerably 
extended my letter, by subjoining the form of such doc- 
trine from the Divine Scriptures.” 5 | 

The appeal which Athanasius makes in the above, and 
other passages, is not to the “ Catholic consent” of all the 


1 ‘O ev xapaxrnp obtos ek TwY omooTOAwY Sia, Toy TaTrepwy. ID. Ep. 2. ad 
Serap. § 8. 1.688. See Keble’s Serm. App. pp. 124, 5. 

? Obrw yap kat of marepes vonoavres, wpmodoynoay ev TH KaTa Nikcuay cvvodw, 
k.7.A. Ip. ib. § 5.1. 686. 

° See De Synod. § 6. i. 720. B. Ep. ad. Jovian. §§ 1, 2. passim. i. 780, 781. 
De incarn, Dom. contr. Apoll. lib i. §§ 1,2. i. 922. 

4 See vol. i. pp. 71, 72. 

° Possibile quidem erat mihi etiam per multa extendere epistolam, appo- 
nenti ex Scripturis divinis formam ejusmodi doctrine, &c. Ep. ad, Mon. i, 967. 
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Fathers, as a “ divine informant,” and part of the rule of 
faith, but to the testimony of certain Fathers, whose suf- 
frage he justly considers as a confirmatory argument in 
favour of his doctrine. 

And his words have the same meaning in several other 
passages, which are often quoted against our views; as 
the context will at once show. 

Again; after having quoted four of the preceding 
Fathers in defence of the doctrine of the consubstantiality 
of the Son with the Father, he says,—‘ Lo, we give you 
proof that this doctrine has passed down from Fathers to 
Fathers ; but you, ye new Jews and disciples of Caiaphas, 
what Fathers have you to show as supporters of your 
phrases? You could name none of the prudent and wise. 
For all abhor you, except the devil only.”! Now, this 

language is sufficiently violent, especially when we re- 
collect that one of the four, to whom he appealed, was 
Origen, who was subsequently condemned by the majority 
of the Church for opposing the doctrine, which Athana- 
sius here quotes him as maintaining; and that Jerome 
admits that many of the earlier writers had spoken erro- 
neously on the point ; but, nevertheless, all that it amounts 
to is, that certain of the Fathers had maintained the doc- 
trine, and that he did not believe that Arius could pro- 
duce any such authority for his views; and consequently 
that besides the Scripture proof, he had a strong argument 
from antiquity in favour of the doctrine. But what then? 
We are far from denying the successional preaching of the 
orthodox doctrine in the Church, or that the indications 
of that delivery contained in the writings of the Fathers, 
are an important confirmation of the true faith. Nay, we 
think that in the case of any fundamental doctrine, it 
would be absurd to suppose that all the writers of the pri- 
mitive Church should have erred ; and therefore that, con- 


! dou nuers pev ex TaTEpwy es Tarepas SiaBeBnkevar THY ToLavTnY Stavoray amro- 
Seckvvomev" Buets Se, w veor Iovdaior kat Tov Kaada mabnro., Tivas apa Tw piece 
Tov tuo exere Seika marepas ; Ad’ ovdeva Twv ppovipay Kou copay av elmorre. 
mavres yap buas amroorpepovTal, TAnY movov Tov SiaBodrov, De Deecret. Nic. 
Syn. §. 27. i. 233. 
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sidering the number of writings that remain to us of the 
first four or five centuries, it is but reasonable to require 
that any doctrine put forth as fundamental, should have 
some support in those writings. And therefore we quite 
agree with Athanasius in his remark respecting the 
Arians,—“ If they confess that they have now first heard 
these things, let them not deny that this heresy is 
foreign [to the Church], and not from Fathers. But that 
which is not from Fathers, but invented now, what else 
can it be, but that of which the blessed Paul foretold, 
‘In the last times some shall depart from the sound 
faith, &e.”1 The truth of this, few, I suppose, will deny. 

But where, I ask, is it intimated in these, or any other 
passages of Athanasius, that the testimony of a few 
Fathers is to be taken as an adequate proof and represen- 
tation of Catholic consent for several centuries, infallibly 
conveying to us the oral teaching of the Apostles; and 
giving us a revelation of divine truth, more full and clear 
than what we have in Scripture; and thus forming part 
of the rule of faith? No; on the contrary, the writings 
of Athanasius clearly and abundantly show (as we have 
seen) that he considered Scripture the sole and entire rule 
of faith ; yes, and the source from which all were to cer- 
tify themselves of the faith, for he says,—“The true and 
pious faith in the Lord hath stood forth evident to ail, 
being known and read out of the divine Scriptures.”? 

In fact, of tradition, in the sense in which the Roman- 
ists and the Tractators use the term, namely, as some- 
thing coming to us from the oral teaching of the Apostles, 
above and beyond Scripture, through a successional de- 
livery by all the Fathers, we meet with not one syllable 
in the writings of Athanasius. 


1 Ex de Kat avon mpwrov vuy buoroyovcw aknkoEval TA TOLAVTA, Ln apyerccOwoay 
GAXAOTPLAY KaL My EK TOTEPWY ElVaL THY alperw TavTnv. To deun ck TAT EPWV, 
aAAa vuv epeupebev, TL av en ErEpoy n mept OF mpoerpyicey 6 paucaptos TlavAos* 
EV VOTEPOLS KaLpOLS UMOOTHTOVTAL TES THS Byloivovons TlaTEwS, K. T, A. Id. 
Orat. 1. contr. Arian, § 8. i. 412. 

2 Ip, Ep. ad Jovian. § 1. 1.780. See p. 349 above. 
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Cyrit or JeRrusAtem. (fl. a. 350.) 


I proceed to Cyril of Jerusalem, and offer to the reader 
the following extracts from his Catechetical Lectures to 
those about to be baptized. 

first, as it respects Scripture being the sole authori- 
tative rule of faith. 

After giving a brief account of the principal articles of 
the Christian faith, he says,—‘“ Retain this seal ever in thy 
mind, the principal points of which have now been briefly 
enumerated. But if the Lord permit, they shall be dis- 
cussed, as far as I am able, with Scripture proof. For, as 
it respects the divine and holy mysteries of the faith, not 
even the least point ought to be delivered without the divine 
Scriptures, nothing asserted nakedly without proof, by 
probable reasoning and oratorical statements. Nay, you 
must not believe me, when I declare these things to you 
nakedly without proof, if you do not receive the proof of 
the things spoken from the Divine Scriptures.”! 

To see the full force of this passage, we must. recollect 
that it is addressed to the young, to those about to be 
baptized ; and to them it is said by Cyril that they were 
not to believe him, but so far as they should find him to 
be borne out by the declarations of Scripture ; so far is he 
from asserting that the interpretation of Scripture which 
he gave, was binding upon the conscience, and the proper 
object of faith. And, moreover, this is said with reference 
to the creed, which is emphatically put forward by the 
Tractators as part of the rule of faith, and a divine reve- 
lation, quite independent of Scripture. 

Again, he says,—“ There is need truly of spiritual 


' Tavrny exe Thy odparyida ev 77 Siavoia. cov Tayrore, ATI VY mev Kara avd- 
Keparaimaw axpodryws eypntat. Ex de moapacxot 6 Kupios, mera THs TwY ypapwy 
amodeitews Kuta Suvauiy pnOnoerar, Aci yop wept Tw OeLwy Kat Ow TNS TLOTEWS 
MuoTnplov, nde TO TUXOV avev TwY Dewy mupadid0c0EM Yypapuy, unde Gmrdws miOa- 
VOTNTL Kat AOYoY KarugKevats TapapeperOat, Myde cuor Tw TavTa Gol AEcyovit 
Omhos MaTEVENS, cay THY amodekiy TwY KaTaTyyeAAOMEYOY amo TWY Dewy [LN 
AaBns ypapor. Cyriy. Hmroson. Catech, 4. § 12, (Ed. Milles, Oxon, 1702. 
p- 56.) 
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grace, that we may discourse of the Holy Spirit. Not 
that we may speak worthily of the subject, for that is im- 
possible ; but that speaking the things which we learn from 
the Divine Scriptures, we may proceed without danger.” 

He knew nothing of an infallible interpretation of 
Scripture, derived from the oral teaching of the Apostles, 
and handed down by “ tradition.” 

Further ; as to the perfection of Scripture. He says,— 
“ What else is there that knows the deep things of God, 
but only the Holy Spirit that uttered the Divine Scrip- 
tures? But neither hath the Holy Spirit himself spoken 
in the Scriptures concerning the generation of the Son 
from the Father. Why, therefore, do you curiously in- 
quire after that which the Holy Spirit hath not written 
in the Scriptures? Do you, who know not what is 
written, curiously inquire after that which is not written ? 
There are many subjects for inquiry in the Divine Scrip- 
tures, [and] we do not fully comprehend that which is 
written, why do we curiously inquire after what is not 
written ?’”? 

Again; “Therefore let those things be spoken by us 
concerning the Holy Spirit which are written. And if 
anything is not written, let us not curiously inquire after 
it. The Holy Spirit himself hath uttered the Scriptures, 
and hath himself spoken concerning himself as much as he 
pleased, and as much as we are capable of receiving. There- 
fore let those things be spoken which he has uttered; for 
what he hath not spoken, we dare not speak.’ 

1 Tlvevparinns adndws xpeva TNS XapiTos, iva wep. Tvevparos Grytov dtarexXOwuev 
ovx tva Kor’ akiay ermamev’ advvaroy yap’ aAN iva Ta amo Tay Oewy Ypaav 
evmovtes axivduves SicAOwpev. Ip. Cat. 16. § 1. p. 223. 

2 'T: eorw Erepoy ywackoy Ta Baby Tov Ocov, ex un ucvoy To Tvevya To aryoy 
TO AaAnoay Tas Beas ypapas* GAN ovd’ avtTo To Tlvevua To arytoy TEpl TNS EK 
Tlarpos Tov ‘Yiov yevynoews EV Tals Ypapais EAaAnoEV. Tr Towvy TOAUTPAYMOVELS, 
& pnde To Tvevja To arytov eypaev ev Tas ypadais; 6 Ta ‘yeypaumeva wn ywo- 


okwv, TA MN Yeypammeva MoAvTpUyyovers; TloAAa Cntrnuara eoti ev Tals OeLais 
ypapais, TO "Yeypaupevov ov karadauBavouey, Tt: TO wy YVEVPUMeEvoY ToAUTPAy- 
povoupev ; Ip, Cat. 11. § 4. pp. 140, 1. 

3 AeyerOw Towry bp juwv mept Gytov Tivevwaros Ta yeypappeva. Ex de Te un 
yeyparTul, Mn ToAUTpayMovemey. AvTo To TIvevma To ayioy eAaAnTE Tas ypapas* 
avTo Kat mept avrou eipnkey baa eBovdeTo, Kat doa exwpoumey” AeyerOw ovv &, 
eipnkev? 600 Yap ouk eipnKev jmets ov TOAUwmer., Ip. Cat. 16. § 1. p. 224. 
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Again; “It is sufficient for us to know these things. 
But as to nature or hypostasis, do not curiously search 
into it. For, if it was written, we would declare it. It 
is not written, let us not dare to doso. It is sufficient 
for our salvation, to know that there is Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghost.”? 

Again; “ Not using, even to-day, human imaginations, 
for that would be unprofitable; but only puTtine You IN 
MIND OF those things which we learn from the Divine Scrip- 
tures; for that is the safest; according to the blessed 
Apostle, who says, ‘ which things we speak, not in the words 
which man’s wisdom teacheth, but which the Holy Ghost 
teacheth, comparing spiritual things with spiritual.’ ”? 

But it may be said, (for it has been said by those who 
would fain make us believe that every passage in the 
Fathers, in which the word tradition (rapadootc) is men- 
tioned with favour, is a support to the views we are op- 
posing,) that Cyril says, in another place, “ Be careful, 
therefore, brethren, and hold fast the traditions which ye 
now receive ... God will require of you an account of 
the deposit committed to your keeping.” True; and what 
does he mean by these “ traditions”? Let his own words 
in the previous context explain,—“ Hold fast the faith 
[or, creed] both in knowledge and profession, and keep it ; 
that only, I mean, which is now delivered (tradited) to thee 
by the Church, and which is established from the whole 
Scripture ;’* and of this creed he adds, “The articles of 

1 Ka QUT OpPKES qew eldevat TUUTO g~uow de n trooracw KN TOAUTPAYy LOVeEl’ 
el Yap NY yeypaumevoy, eAeyouev’ ov YeypumTal, WN TOAMNTOMEV® avTapKEs NLW 
edevar mpos cwrnpiay STi cor. TaTnp Kat vios Kat Gryiov TIvevma, Ip. Cat. 16, 
§ 12. pp. 236, 7. 

2 Ovk avOpwrivots Kat ONMEpOV KEXPNMEVOL COpiomacly, aTuUpopoy Yap* aAAG TA 
ek TwY DELwy ypadwy Wovoy brouiuvynokovTeEs, aopadEeaTaTOY ‘yap KaTa TOY oalKa- 


ploy AmooroXor, ds kor pyow" & Kat Aadoupev, ovK ev SidaKToLs avOpwrwns copias 
Aoyots, GAA’ ev Sidaserors Tlvevpatos, mvevpariKois mvevmaTiKa ovyKpwovTes. ID, 
Cat. 17. § 1. p. 241. 

3 BAemete ovy, adeApot, kat Kpareite Tas mapadocels, as vuy TaparouBavere 
eee Ocos Se rap’ SMa amuiTe. THS TapakaTabnKns TOUS Aovyous. Ip. Cat. 5. 
§ 8.p. 76. 

4 Thorw de ev madnoe Kou emaryyedia Krnoot Kar THPHTOY, MovnY THY vTrO TNS 
EKKANTLAS VuVt oor mapadidomerny, THY EK TAINS ‘ypapys oxupwmevnve Iv, Cat. d+ 
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the creed were not, as it appears, composed by men; but 
the most suitable passages collected together out of the 
whole Scripture, make up one form of instruction in the 
faith. And as a grain of mustard seed contains, in a 
small grain, many branches, thus, also, the creed itself 
embraces, in a few words, the whole knowledge of reli- 
gion revealed to us in the Old and New Testament. Be 

_ eareful, therefore, and hold fast the traditions, &e.”! These 
traditions, therefore, were the articles of the creed ; which 
articles were expressed in language carefully taken from 
Scripture; the creed being a collection of suitable passages 
selected from the whole Scripture, to give a brief and 
comprehensive view of the principal points of the Chris- 
tian faith. The word “ traditions,’ therefore, is here evi- 
dently merely equivalent to “instructions;” or at least 
has not the meaning in which the Tractators use the 
word “traditions.” 

The translation and comment given by Mr. Newman 
to the above passage, are worthy of notice. He trans- 
lates it thus; “ Zearn and hold fast thy faith in what is 
taught and promised ; that faith which alone is now deli- 
vered to thee BY TRADITIONS OF THE CHURCH, and estab- 
lished from Scripture.” And he quotes it as showing 
that Cyril “distinguishes between Tradition as teaching, 
and Scripture as proving, verifying doctrine.” 

Upon the various errors in the translation of these 
few lines, I say nothing; but to its bad faith, in the in- 
troduction of the phrase, “ traditions of the Church,’ 1 
cannot but call the attention of the reader. The passage 
is merely a request by Cyril to his hearers, to attend to 
that which the Church, through him, was delivering to 


1 Ov yap ws eBokev wvOpwrois cuvereOq Ta THS TIOTEWS, AAN cK Tacns yeapns 
TH KalplwTara GVAAEXOEYTA, MLAY avarANpOL THY THS TLOTEwWS BidacKaALay. Kan 
dviep Tporoy 6 "Tov owWoAmMEwS GIOpOS EY MLKPW KOKKw TOANOUS TEpLEXEL TOUS KAaDdOUS, 
obTw Kul h TloTIS adTH EY OALYoLS /ypaot TucaY THY EY TH TaACLA KaL KOLYN THS 
evoeBelas yywow eyKeKoATIoTaL. BAemere our, wdeApat, kK. T. A. Ut supra. Ip. 
Cat. 5. §§. 7, 8. p. 76. 

? Lect. pp. 385, 6. 
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them as the Christian faith. And there is not one word 
about “Tradition” teaching. And what possible ad- 
vantage could Mr. Newman’s cause gain by it, if there 
was; when Cyril himself cautions his hearers not to be- 
lieve one word he was about to say, but as they should 
see it to be proved by Scripture? The sole question is, 
whether there is any authoritative teaching, forming part 
of the rule of faith, but Scripture ; and Cyril here expressly 
affirms the negative. That patristical tradition, or the 
instruction of the Fathers, teaches, and teaches the true 
faith, and that the ministers of the Church teach the 
faith, and the Church through them, is all perfectly true; 
and that they teach it from Scripture, and refer their 
hearers to Scripture, as Cyril does here, to ¢es¢ their in- 
structions, and see that they teach the true faith, is equally 
true. But what then? Does that avail Mr. Newman’s 
cause? No; the only thing that would serve his cause, 
would be a statement that the oral teaching of the 
Apostles had been perpetuated, by a successional delivery, 
from one to another in the Church, and is still to us the 
authoritative interpreter of Scripture, teaching us its mean- 
ing with sovereign authority, and forming part of the rule 
of faith, under the name of “ Tradition ;” in which sense, 
chiefly, the word “Tradition” has been used by the mo- 
derns, and is exclusively applied by the Tractators. 
' And to make the Fathers appear to intimate this, Mr. 
Newman translates the words “ delivered to thee by the 
Church,” thus—“ delivered to thee by traditions of the 
Church ;” thereby deceiving both himself and others. 
For Cyril himself tells us that the articles delivered, were 
gathered from the Scriptures. They were not, therefore, 
traditions in that technical sense of the word in which the 
Tractators use it. And, as it often happens in such cases, 
Mr. Newman’s cause would gain nothing by his mis- 
translation, when it came to be compared with the context ; 
for, if it had been correct, the context would only have 
testified the more strongly in condemnation of his views 
of the authority of “ Traditions.” 
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Hirary or Poictiers. (fl. a. 354.) 


I proceed to the excellent Hilary of Poictiers, whose 
writings deserve more attention than they have received. 

“No one,” saith Hilary, “ought to doubt that, for the 
knowledge of divine things, we must use the divine in- 
structions .... Therefore, in opposition to the wicked 
and impious instructions that are given respecting God, 
we follow the authoritative testimonies themselves of the 
divine words.”! 

These words, undeniably spoken with reference to 
Scripture, clearly prove that Hilary recognized no other 
divine informant but Scripture; and hence considered 
Scripture the sole authoritative rule in matters of faith. 

Again ; “ How much do we stand in need of God’s grace, 
that we may entertain correct views, and from the Pro- 
phetical and Ewangelical authorities, maintain one and the 
same doctrine!”? This passage appears to me particu- 
larly forcible in proof of Scripture being looked to by 
Hilary as the sole rule of faith ; and that he considered 
unity of view in its correct interpretation, to flow, not 
from “ tradition,’ but from “God's grace,” enlightening 
the mind, and enabling it to receive the truth. 

Again ; “ When the discourse shall relate to the things 
of God, let us grant to God the knowledge of himself, 
and wait upon his words with pious veneration ;”3 where, 
by the words of God, he evidently means Scripture. 

Again; “ We are compelled, by the follies of heretics 
and blasphemers, to do that which is not lawful, to climb 
up to things beyond our reach, to speak clearly of things 


1 Nemini dubium esse oportet, ad divinarum rerum cognitionem divinis 
utendum esse doctrinis . ... Sequimur ergo adversus irreligiosas et impias 
de Deo institutiones, ipsas illas divinorum dictorum auctoritates, 
Picrav. De Trin. lib. 4. § 14. col. 835. Ed. Bened. Par. 1693. 

> Quanta opus est nobis Dei gratia, ut recta sapiamus, ut ex propheticis 
atque evangelicis auctoritatibus unum idemque teneamus. IpEM, 
Ps. 118. [119 apud nos] Litt. 1. § 12. col. 249. 

3 Cum de rebus Dei erit sermo, concedamus cognitionem sui Deo, dictisque 
ejus pia veneratione famulemur. Ip, De Trin. lib. 1. § 18. col. 777. 
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that are ineffable, to assume a knowledge of things not 
revealed. And when it became us to fulfil the things that 
are commanded us by a simple faith, namely, to adore the 
Father, and venerate with him the Son, and abound in 
the Holy Spirit, we are obliged to stretch the meanness 
of our discourse to those things that are unspeakable, 
and are forced into an act of folly, by the folly of others ; 
so that those things that ought to have been only matters 
of religious contemplation, are now exposed to the danger 
of human language [which can but imperfectly express 
them]. For there have been many who were resolved to 
understand the plain declarations of the heavenly oracles, 
in the meaning which their own wishes dictated, not with 
a simple regard to truth; interpreting them differently 
to what the force of the words demanded. For heresy is 
derived from the meaning given to Scripture, not from 
peripture.. oi. 3 Their unbelief, therefore, draws us 
into a position of doubt and danger, rendering it neces- 
sary to produce, respecting things so great and recon- 
dite, something beyond the heavenly rule. The Lord had 
said that the nations were to be baptized ‘in the name of 
the Father, and of theSon,and of the Holy Spirit.’ The form 
of the faith is certain ; but as far as the heretics are con- 
cerned the whole sense is uncertain. Nothing, therefore, 
is to be added to the [divine] precepts, but a limit is to be 
assigned to human audacity; that since the malignity 
that has been roused at the instigation of diabolical deceit 
eludes the truth of things through the names of nature, 
we may show the nature and meaning of the names; and 
the dignity and office of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit 
being set forth, as far as words will enable us so to do, 
the names may not be defrauded of what belongs to their 
nature, but at the same time may by the force of the 
names be restrained within the limits of the signification 
that belongs to their nature .... But that- which is 
required is vast, that of which we are to make free to 
speak is incomprehensible, that we should discourse re- 
specting God beyond what God has ‘declared. He has laid 
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down the names of nature, Father, Son, Holy Spirit. 
Whatever is inquired beyond this is beyond the power of 
language to express, beyond what sense can reach, beyond 
what the mind can conceive ; it is not expressed, it is not 
reached, it is not understood by us .. . But we humbly 
praying for pardon for yielding to this necessity from him 
who is all these, will venture, will inquire, will speak ; and 
(which alone we promise in so vast a question) will be- 
lieve those things which shall be made known to us.” 4 

In this remarkable passage we see that Hilary, far 
from supposing that he had an infallible guide in patris- 
tical tradition, or anything else, conveying to him the doc- 
trine of the Trinity more fully or clearly than it is re- 
vealed in Scripture, trembles at the thought of endea- 
vouring to add anything to what Scripture says respecting 
it. 


1 Compellimur hereticorum et blasphemantium vitiis illicita agere, ardua 
scandere, ineffabilia eloqui, inconcessa presumere. Et cum sola fide expleri 
que precepta sunt oporteret, adorare videlicet Patrem, et venerari cum eo 
Filium, sancto Spiritu abundare, cogimur sermonis nostri humilitatem ad ea 
que inenarrabilia sunt extendere, et in vitium vitio coartamur alieno; ut que 
contineri religione mentium opportuissent, nunc in periculum humani eloquii 
proferantur. Exstiterunt enim plures qui celestium verborum simplicitatem 
pro voluntatis su sensu non pro veritatis ipsius absolutione susciperent, aliter 
interpretantes quam dictorum virtus postularet. De intelligentia enim heresis 
non de Scriptura est .. . . Horum igitur infidelitas in anceps nos ac peri- 
culum protrahit, ut necesse sit de tantis ac tam reconditis rebus aliquid ultra 
prescriptum celeste proferre. Dixerat Dominus baptizandas gentes‘ in nomine 
Patris et Filii et Spiritus Sancti.’ Forma fidei certa est; sed quantum ad 
hereticos omnis sensus incertus est. Ergo non preceptis aliquid addendum 
est, sed modus est constituendus audaciz; ut quia malignitas instinctu dia- 
bolice fraudulentiz excitata veritatem rerum per natura nomina eludit, nos 
naturam nominum proferamus; et editis, prout in verbis habebimus, dignitate 
atque officio Patris Filii Spiritus Sancti, non frustrentur nature proprietatibus 
nomina, sed intra nature significationem nominibus coartentur.... Im- 
mensum est autem quod exigitur, incompyehensibile est quod audetur, ut ultra 
prefinitionem Dei sermo de Deo sit. Posuit nature nomina, Patrem, Filium, 
Spiritum Sanctum. Extra significantiam sermonis est, extra sensus inten- 
tionem, extra intelligentie conceptionem, quidquid ultra queritur ; non enun- 
tiatur, non attingitur, non tenetur .... Sed nos necessitatis hujus ab eo, 
qui hee omnia est, veniam deprecantes, audebimus, queremus, loquemur; 
et quod solum in tanta rerum questione promittimus ea que erunt significata 
credemus. Ip, ib, lib, ii. §§ 2, 3, 5. col. 788—91. 
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Again; speaking of the true faith as just explained by 
him, he says, “ This is the catholic and apostolical con- 
fession derived from the gospels.” 1 

Again ; he tells us that “with respect to all things, he 
believed only what had been said by God respecting 
them;”* adding a little further on, —“ Let us under- 
stand that that only ought to be believed respecting God 
for the belief of which concerning himself he himself is 
both the witness and author.”? Nay, “ We must not,” 
he says, “speak otherwise respecting God than as he 
himself hath spoken concerning himself to our appre- 
hension.”* And, “ For the discourses of man concerning 
the things of God, God’s words only are left to us.”5 

Again; he says,—“ Hither there are other gospels to 
be produced to teach us, or if these only have taught us 
respecting God, why do we not believe these things as we 
are there taught? But if our knowledge is taken from 
these only, why is not our faith derived thence whence 
our knowledge is derived ?” © 

To the Scripture also he directs us to go to confute 
hereties. 

“ Above all things,” he says, “we hasten to confound 
their madness and ignorance from the Prophetical and 
Evangelical declarations.”7 “I am of opinion that we 


-1 Hee de Evangeliis catholica et apostolica confessio est. Ip. ib. § 22. 
col. 799. 

2 Mihi... . tantum de omnibus Deo ut sunt ab eo dicta credenti. Ip. 
ib. lib. iii. § 20. col. 818. 

3 Hoc solum de Deo bene credi intelligamus, ad quod de se credendum 
ipse sibi nobiscum et testis et auctor exsistat. Ip. ib. § 26. col. 824. 

4 Loquendum non aliter de Deo est, quam ut ipsead intelligentiam nostram 
de se locutus est. In. ib. lib. v. § 21. col. 866. 

5 Non relictus est hominum eloquiis de Dei rebus alius preter quam Dei 
sermo. Ip. lib. vii. § 38. col. 941. 

® Aut enim alia sunt Evangelia proferenda que doceant, ‘aut si de Deo 
sola ista docuerunt, cur non ita credimus ut docemur ? Quod si ex his tan- 
tum sumta cognitio est, cur non exinde fides sit unde cognitio? Ip. ib, lib. 
vii. § 22. col. 930. 

7 Maxime ergo properamus ex propheticis atque evangelicis preeconiis ve- 
saniam eorum ignorantiamque confundere, Ip. De Trin. lib. i. § 17. col. 
776. 
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must reply to the perverseness of the heretics and confute 
all their foolish and deadly instructions by Evangelical and 
Apostolical testimonies. For they appear to themselves to 
give a reason for everything which they assert, inasmuch 
as they have attached to each of their assertions some tes- 
timonies from the divine volumes, which, being perverted 
from their true meaning, please only the ignorant, and 
give the appearance of truth only from the pravity of the 
interpreters. .... When about to answer each of their 
propositions, and betray the unsoundness of their impious 
doctrine by the testimonies of the divine oratles, we ought, 
&e.”1 And having adduced his proofs from Scripture, he 
says, “ Hence, O wicked heretic, you may be confuted by 
Apostolical, by Evangelical, by Prophetical testimonies.”? 

Here, then, we see that on the very ground on which 
the Tractators plead for the necessity of “tradition,” and 
declare that heretics can be confuted only by “ tradition,” 
namely, that heretics plead Scripture in their favour, on 
that very same ground Hilary tells us that we must go to 
Scripture to confute them. He knew nothing, then, of 
our opponents’ notion that as long as we keep to Scrip- 
ture only, heretics have a reasonable foundation to rest 
their errors upon. 

Lastly, he thus addresses the Emperor Constantius — 
“Truly do L admire thee, Lord Constantius our Emperor, 
desirous of believing only according to what is delivered in 
the Scriptures ; and with justice evidently hastening to 
these very words themselves of the only begotten God, that 


1 Respondendum esse existimo hereticorum perversitati, et omnes eorum 
stultas ac mortiferas institutiones evangelicis atque apostolicis testimoniis 
coarguendas. Videntur enim sibi de singulis que asserunt prestare rationem, 
quia singulis assertionibus suis quedam ex divinis voluminibus testimonia 
subdiderunt, que corrupto intelligentiz sensu solis tantum ignorantibus blan- 
diantur, speciem veritatis secundum prayitatem. interpretantium prestatura. 

Responsuri singulis eorum propositionibus, et divinorum dictorum 
testimoniis irreligiosam eorum doctrinam prodituri, debemus, &c. Ip. ib. lib. 
iv. §§ 7, 11. col. 830, 832. 

* Hine apostolicis, hine evangelicis, hine propheticis dictis, impie hwretice, 

concluderis, In. lib. y. § 33. col. 873. 
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your breast though filled with royal cares may also be 
filled with the knowledge of the divine words. He who 
repudiates this is antichrist; and he who feigns it is 
anathema... .. You seek the faith,O Emperor: hear 
it, not from new writings, but from God’s books. . . 
Remember, nevertheless, that there is not one of the 
heretics who does not now falsely affirm that he follows 
the Scriptures when preaching his blasphemies .... . 
Hear, THEN, I entreat you, those things that are written con- 
cerning Christ, lest under them those things that are not 
written be preached. Incline your ears to those things 
which I am about to utter from those books; rouse your 
faith towards God. Hear what avails for faith, for unity, 
for eternity.” 1 

A more pointed and express condemnation of the views 
of the Tractators could not be uttered ; and here again we 
see, that the very fact that the heretics pretended to Scrip- 
ture authority in their favour, formed, in Hilary’s view, a 
decisive reason in itself for going to Scripture to ascer- 
tain the faith, and taking it only upon Scripture tes- 
timony. 

And this passage shows us that Hilary looked to Scrip- 
ture for the whole faith; as he states also still more 
strongly elsewhere. 

“ Those things,” he says, “ which are not contained in 
the book of the law, we ought not even to be acquainted 
with.” 2 

1 Vere te, Domine Constanti Imperator, admiror, fidem tantum secundum 
ea que scripta sunt desiderantem ; et merito plane ad illa ipsa unigeniti Dei 
eloquia festinans, ut imperatorie sollicitudinis capax pectus etiam divinorum 
dictorum conscientia plenum sit. Hoe qui repudiat, antichristus est ; et qui 
simulat, anathema est .... Fidem, Imperator, queris: audi eam non de 
novis chartulis, sed de Dei libris... .. Memento tamen neminem here- 
ticorum esse qui se nunc non secundum Scripturas preedicare ea quibus blas- 
phemat mentiatur . . . . Audi, rogo, ea que de Christo sunt scripta: ne sub 
eis ea que non scriptasunt predicentur. Submitte ad ea que de libris locu- 
turus sum aures tuas ; fidem tuam ad Deum erigas. Audi quod proficit ad 
fidem, ad unitatem, ad eternitatem. Ip, Ad Constant. Aug, lib. ii. §§ 8—10. 
col. 1229, 30. 

2 Que libro legis non continentur, ea nec nosse debemus. Iv, In Ps, 182, 
§ 6. col, 463. 
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Again; “It is quite right that you should be contented 
with those things that are written.” ! 

And as it respects its full revelation of the doctrine of 
the consubstantiality, and that that doctrine was to be 
derived thence, he says,—“ I never heard the Nicene 
Creed until I was about to be sent into exile; but the 
Gospels and Apostles told me the meaning of ‘ consub- 
stantial,’ and ‘ of a similar substance.’” 2 


Epipuantivs. (fl. a. 368.) 


I proceed to the testimony of Epiphanius. 

“ We,” he says, “ believe that which the truth clearly 
declares, and sound reason persuades, and is agreeable to 
the canon of true religion, the law, and the prophets, and 
the patriarchs, who succeeded each other from the begin- 
ning, and the teaching of our Saviour himself, and his 
Apostles, who clearly teach us to confess one God the 
Father,” &e. 3 

Again; reproving the errors of the Noetian heretics, 
he says, “ That is agreeable to sound reason, not what 
these men imagine, but what the truth declares to us 
through the Divine Scripture.” 4 

Again; “ For an answer to every inquiry we cannot 
speak from our own reasonings, but from consequences 
drawn from the Scriptures.” 


1 Bene habet, ut iis que sunt scripta contentus sis. Ip. De Trin. lib. iii. 
§ 23. col. 822. 

2 Fidem Niczenam nunquam nisi exsulaturus audivi; sed mihi homousii 
et homeusii intelligentiam Evangelia et Apostoli intimaverunt. Ip, De 
Synod. § 91. col. 1205. 

3 Hews yap morevoper, ws mayTn 7 uANVeLa trouver, Kat 6 EVAOOS AOYTMOS 
SmoTibeTal, Kat Tw THS evoeBELas KavovL cuuMepwvnTa, TW TE Nouw Kat TOLS 
Tlpopytais, Kat Tols amo Tay averafer Marpiapxats kar’ ukoAovOay, TH TE avTOV 
Tov SwTnpos didaxn, Kat Twy avtov AmooToAwy capws jas SidacKkovTwy, éva 
dmoroyew Ocov marepa,k.t. A. LHpipHan. De Heres. her. 34, Marcos. § 21. 
vol. i. p. 257. Ed. Paris, 1622. 

4 Eott yap To evAoyoy, ovx &s obra: Sofafovow, aAN os  adrnOea Sia THs 
Gcias ypapns ju rodevuow. Ip. ib. her. 57. Noetian. § 3. vol. i. p. 482. 

5 ‘Hues de éxaoryy Snrnuaros eipec ov amo Winy Aoyiopwy Svvapeda 
Acyelv, aAAG amo THS TY Ypapav aKodovias. Ip. ib. her, 65. Paul. Samos. § 
5.1. 611. = 
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Again; speaking of his work called “ Ancoratus,” he 
says,—* But I have already discussed all those points in 
a large work concerning the faith . . . . to which I have 
given the name ‘ Ancoratus. For, as far as my poor 
mind was able by God’s help, having collected together 
from the whole Scripture the true doctrines of the divine 
revelation, I have clearly set forth as an anchor as it were, 
for those who please to make use of it, the holy faith of the 
Fathers, the faith both of the Apostles and Prophets, and 
that which has been preached in the holy Church of God 
from the beginning to the present time, to fortify the 
mind, and preserve it from danger,” &c.1 When writing 
respecting the faith, then, he knew no other source from 
which to obtain it but Scripture, and the faith so derived 
he calls the faith of the Fathers, meaning by the word 
Fathers, as the context shows, the Apostles and Prophets ; 
in which sense he has also used the word elsewhere, as we 
shall show in a future page.” 

Again; “ But we who are of the catholic Church, 
having taken our confession of faith from the divine Scrip- 
tures, have it thus, that the Father,” &ce.$ 

Again; when about to reply to the errors of the Ano- 
means, he says,—‘ But now having arranged in order 
the fundamental points of your chapters, I shall bring 
against each phrase and chapter refutatory arguments 
from the divine Scriptures, and from right reason, and 
confutations of your logical questionings.”* How is it, 


1 AAN 7ndN MOL TEMparyWaATEVTOL TEPL TOUTWY TOYTOV EY TW MEYOAW TEDL TLO'TEWS 
oyw .. . » & Aoyw emeepeba, ovowa Aykupwrov. Kar yap kafomep 5 nuerepos 
etic Xvoe TTWXOS VOUS 51a THS TOV Oeov BonOeras, ek TAGS Ypapyns ovvaryoyTEs TH 
aAdndwa THs Tov Ocov didackarias, wyxupay womep Tos BovAopevors THY ayLay 
marepey mort, AmooToAtKny TE Kat TIpopyrucny, Kot om’ apxns axpt Tov Seupo ev 
TN ayia Tov Ocov EKKANCLA KEKNpYYMEVHY, Tapws TapeOemeOa,, Els TO KaTEXET OM THY 
Siovoway, Kut acparwecOat, kK. T. A. In. ib. her, 69. Arian. § 27.1. 75], 2. 

2 See under Cyril of Alex. in § 5 of this chapter. 

3 Hues de of Ths Kadodukns ExkaAnotas ex Tw Oeiwy ypapwy Thy dmoroyiay 
TNS TLTTEWS TUpELANpoTes, OSTwS exomev, dT. 6 Tlarnp buowov eoTW EavTov Yuov 
marnp, K.T. A. Ip. ib. her. 73, Semiarian. § 14, i. 860. 

4 Apxny Se avbis Tov imo cov Keparaiwy ialetns KQATATAEAS, AYTLKPUS EKaTTHS 
Ackews Kat KePadatiov ayrimupadncomcu Tas cK THY Dewy ypupoy Kut e& opfov do- 
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then, that we hear nothing here of the interpretation pos- 
sessed by the Church, and derived from the oral teaching 
of the Apostles? Had Epiphanius held the views we are 
commenting upon, he must necessarily have adverted 
here to that interpretation, as his authority for the sense 
he gave to Scripture; but as it is, we hear of nothing but 
Scripture and right reason. And so, a little further on, 
he accuses Aetius, the leader of these heretics, because 
that, being a man by nature, and seeking to understand 
things beyond nature, (viz. questions relating to the 
nature of God,) he sought to know them not by Scripture 
consequence, but by the syllogisms of human reasonings ; ! 
whence, I suppose, it follows, that Epiphanius thought 
that such questions should be determined by Scripture 
consequence only, and that too by each individual. 
Again; he says to the same heretics,—“ But we must 
yield our assent with a pious mind and sincere confidence 
to that which the Holy Spirit teaches us through the 
holy Scriptures.”* And he concludes, “ I conceive that 
I have now, according to my ability, sufficiently met his 
arguments, in a simple style indeed, but with proofs from 
the divine Scriptures and pious reasoning.” But all this 
while we hear nothing of the Church being in possession 
of an Apostolical traditionary interpretation of Scripture, 
though this would have cut the matter short at once. 
And as to the completeness of the record of the faith. 
contained in Scripture, we may observe the following 
passage. Writing against the Valentinians, he says,— 


Yiowov ayrippyoess Te, Kar CnTNMATwY Tapa Gol AoyiKwY uvatporwus. Ip. ib. her. 
76. Anom. § 3.1. 933. 

! Av@perros wy Tn Puce, Kat TA brep vow BovadAomevos eiSevar' etdevar Se ov 
Kar aKoArovbiay ypapns aAN ek ovAAOYicuwY BpoTewy SiavonuaTwVv, K. T. A. 
Ip. ib. her. 76. Anom. i. p. 949. 

® EE evocBous Se Aoyiopou, Kau ducatas acpadreas et THY Tou aytov Mveuuaros 
dia Tay Gryiwy ypupoy SidacKuriay avaraurreoy. Ip. ib. her. 76. Anom. i. 
985. 

5 NouiSw d¢ kat ixavws juas mpos Tas avtov mpotacets Kara TO Suvaroy DiwriKw 
Aoyw, cvoTace: Se TwY ato TwY HEwy ypabwv, kat avtov Tov evgeBous Aoyiomov 
mpos avrov amnvrncevat. Ip. ib, p. 989, 
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“Their idle fables are destitute of confirmation, the 
Scripture nowhere mentioning them, neither the Law of 
Moses, nor any prophet of those who came after Moses, 
nor, moreover, the Saviour, nor his Evangelists, nor the 
Apostles. For if these things were true, the Lord who 
came to lighten the world, and the Prophets before 
him, and then also the Apostles, who reproved idolatry, 
and every act of impiety, and feared not to write against 
every evil doctrine and opposition to the truth, would 
have declared such things to us plainly.” 3 

And as to the doctrine of the consubstantiality of the 
Son with the Father, he says, even as to the word consub- 
stantial, “ But if the word were not in the Divine Scrip- 
tures, though it is, and plainly occurs in the Law, and in 
the Apostles and Prophets; for, ‘by two or three wit- 
nesses, shall every word be established ;’ yet, nevertheless, 
it would be lawful for us to use, for the interests of true 
religion, a convenient word,” &c.2 And again, still more 
clearly,—‘“ The word substance does not occur in the 
letter in the Old and New Testament, nur THE SENSE Is 
TO BE FOUND EVERYWHERE. ® 

But it will be said, Does not Epiphanius himself, in 
other places, tell us that there is need of “ tradition 2” 
He does so; and we will now consider those passages, 
and show that they touch not the question of the Rule of 
faith. The sentiments of the Fathers respecting the Rule 
of practice, will be considered presently. 

1 Acvotara ta Tap avTots wv0oTompara, ovre TOV Ypapns etmovons, ovTE TOV 
Movoews vouov, ovre Tivos Tpopytrov tay weta Mwvoea, “AN ovTe Tov Swrnpos 
ovTe Tay avtTov EvaryyeAtotwy, add’ ovte puny tov AmootoAwy. Ex yap Tavra 
arndive dmnpXeEV, 6 eAOwv pwricat THY o1KOVMEVNY Kupios Kat mpo avTov oi TIpo- 
pro, emerra, Se Kat of AmooroAo of edXeykavTes THY edwroAaTpElay, Tacay TE 


TmapavojLov mpagiv, kat tn SerAracayTes ypupe Kara maons Tapavouou Sidackadtas 
KGL EVAYTLOTNTOS, Tapws av Ta ToLavTAa Huw KarnyyeAdov. Ip. ib. her. 31. 
Valent. § 34.1, 205. 

2 Eide Bn nV q Ackis ev Tats Beats ypapals, core de Kat TUPWS EYKELTAL EV VOM 
ko mapa AmooroaAots ko Tos Tpopyraus’ ex yop Svo maptupwy n Tp'wv aTabnoeTat 
ray ina’ duws etov ny iu BV evacBerav xpnoar0ar Acket xpnowun, K.T.A. Id. 
ib. her. 69. Arian. § 70. i. 797. 

3 To rns ovals ovow.a, YuUYos Mev EV waAaLU Ke Kay OV KEeLTaL Ypapn, 6 vous 
de ravtaxov peperat. In. ib. her, 73. Semiarian. § 12. i. 859. 

VOL. II. Cc 
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The first is as follows;—“ But it is necessary to use 
tradition also. For all things cannot be gathered from 
the divine Scripture. Wherefore, the holy Apostles de- 
livered some things by writing, and some by tradition.”? 

But what is it, of which Epiphanius is here speaking ? 
The context will show us, for it immediately follows ;— 
“Therefore the holy Apostles of God delivered the pre- 
cept to the holy Church of God, that it was sinful for any 
one, after having vowed virginity, to betake himself to 
marriage.”? He is not speaking of any doctrine of the 
Christian faith, but has in view only directions relating to 
ecclesiastical duties, and the rites and ordinances of the 
Christian Church. In his Exposition of the Catholic 
faith, at the latter end of the work from which we have 
been quoting, he draws a clear line of distinction between 
the two. Having laid down the principal doctrines of 
the Christian faith, he says,—“ And these are what the 
undivided Catholic Church herself holds respecting the 
faith . . . . both with respect to the consubstantiality of 
the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, and concerning the 
true appearance of Christ in human nature, and the other 
parts of the faith. But with respect to her laws, it is now 
necessary for me briefly to bring forward, in a measure, 
the form of her laws; such as have been more especially 
observed in her; and are observed, some by command, 
and others by a voluntary reception. ..... And in 
the first place the base, and, so to speak, the foundation 
in her is virginity.” And he proceeds to notice various 


1 Aer de kat mapadoce: KeXpnoOat' ov yap TayTaamoTns Oelas ypapns Suvara ; 
AapBavecOa. Ato Ta pey ev ypapais, Ta de ev mapadoce TapedwKay of Gytor A7ro- 
otoAo. Ip. ib. her. Apostol. 61. § 6.1. 511. 

2 Tlapedwkay Towouy ot aytot Ocov AmooToAa TH ayia Ocov ExkaAnota, epamaptoy 
Elva TO, META TO Spica Tapbeviay, Ets yopoy TpemecOaut. Ip. ib. 

3 Kara PEV TEDL TLOT EWS EXEL aon n bovn KadoAikn ExAAnoia +... TEpl TE 
Tlarpos kat Tov kat aytov Tvevaros buoovcorntos, Kat Tepl THS EVTUpKoV Xpiorov 
Kal TEAELUS TAPOVEIUS, KUL GAAWY MEepwY THS TLoTEwWS’ TEpL DecHwY de THs avtns 
ev OALYW MEV [LOL EOTLTAALY avaryKn Tov Tapaferba TWY avTwY Dec Uw amo jepous 
To etd0s, doamep puget TePvAGKTAL EY AUTN, Kal PUAGTOETAL, TU BEV EK TpOTTAy- 
patos, Ta Je Kata arodoxny mpoaperews .. ~~. . Kat mpwroy wey kpnmis, kat, 
cs eve, Baduos ev avtn h wmapbera, Iv, ib, Expos, fid. Cathol. § 21. i. 1103. 
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other customs, rites, and ordinances in use in the Church. 
And then concludes with the remark, already quoted in a 
former page,! namely, that, “as it respects the other mys- 
teries, namely, concerning baptism, and the more sacred 
mysteries, they are observed, according as the tradition of 
the Gospel and the Apostles [i. e. the New Testament 
Scripture] directs.” 

There is but one other passage, as far as I am aware, 
which appears opposed to our view; and that, when taken 
with the context, offers no real difficulty. Standing alone 
it reads thus,—“ For limits are prescribed to us, and foun- 
dations laid, both the structure of the faith, and the tra- 
ditions of the Apostles, and the holy Scriptures, and the 
instructions delivered from one to another; and through all 
these, the truth of God is preserved safe, and let no one be 
deceived by new fables.”? But take the passage with what 
precedes, and there is no difficulty ; for Epiphanius is not 
there discussing any point of the faith, but merely some his- 
torical matters, namely, the genealogy of some persons men- 
tioned in Scripture. His words are these,—* How many 
others are there whose genealogies are not clearly given ; 
for instance, Daniel, Shadrach, Meshach, Abednego, Elijah 
the Tishbite ; even their fathers and mothers are nowhere 
mentioned in all the books of Scripture ; but that no error 
may hence arise, I shall not hesitate to mention what we 
have received by tradition . . . . [and then having given 
the name of Daniel’s father, and the genealogy of Elijah, 
he proceeds]. But certainly, with respect to the three 
children, Shadrach, Meshach, and Abednego, we find 
nothing either in Apocryphal books, or in traditions. 
What shall we say, therefore? Shall these persons, I 
mean Shadrach’s followers, delude us into imagining what 
it behoves us not; and into holding in high regard and 
excessive admiration the reports of every conjecture? 

' See p. 259 above. 

2 “Opor yap ereOnoay hyiv, Kar Ocuertor, Kat o1odSoun THS TioTEws, Kat Arro- 
OTOAWY Tapadogels, Kat ypapot ayia, Kat Siadoxar SiSacKuAsas, Kau eK TayTaxXobey 


H adndera Tov Ocov naopadioros’ Kot pndets araracOw Kkavors wvOots. Ip. ib. heer, 


Melchis. 55. § 3. i. 471. 
ro) (6) 2 
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God forbid. For limits are prescribed to us, and founda- 
tions laid, both the structure of the faith and the traditions 
of the Apostles, and the holy Scriptures, and the instruc- 
tions delivered from one to another; and through all 
these, the truth of God is preserved safe; and let no one 
be deceived by new fables.”? 

When we take this passage with its context, then, it 
opposes not the doctrine we are endeavouring to establish ; 
for it is written with reference to points which form no 
part of the Christian faith. The mind of Epiphanius 
upon our present subject, must be judged by other pas- 
sages ; for no conclusion respecting it can be drawn from 
this; and in other passages, as we have seen, he supports 
the view we are defending. 

The other references to tradition, to be found in his 
works, so evidently respect only points either of history 
or discipline, that it is unnecessary here to consider them. 


Oprtatus (fl. a. 368). 


The next author that demands our attention, is Op- 
tatus ; whose clear reference to Scripture, as the Rule of 
faith, and Judge of controversies, has often been quoted 
on this subject. 

Addressing the Donatists, he says,—“«Ye say, It is 
lawful: we say, It is not lawful. Between your declara- 
tion of its lawfulness, and ours of its unlawfulness, the 
minds of the people are in suspense and agitation. Let 
neither of us be trusted in the matter. We are all party 
men. We must inquire for judges. If they are Chris- 
tians, neither of us can supply them ; because truth is im- 
peded by party spirit. We must seek a judge from with- 

' Tlocot d¢€ adAot ov yeveadoryouvTat kata To pavepwrarov; Auyind, Sedpax, 
Micouk, ABdevayw, HAsas 6 OcoBirns Kat ev macais pytots BiBAots ovdapov eu- 
pepovTat TovT@Y of Tarepes TE Kat uNnTepes® iva, de wn KaTa TOVTO TAUYN TIS YevnTat, 
ovdey AuTngEL & KaL € Tapadocect KaTELAnpamey Aeyely .... huge Se Tw 
Tpiov muidwv, Zedpax, Micax, ABdevaryw, ovte ev amokpuots ovte ev wapadoceow 
Ebpomev*® TL OVY EpouMEY , apa KaleLvoL, of wept Bedpax Acyw, PayTaciacovow juus , 
AoyiFer Oa & wn XpN, Kat dmepoynws Oavwatery bwep TO jeTpoY Ta ekaoTNS to- 


Gecews ; AAG fy YEVOLTO™ Kat Opal yap eTEbnouy Huy, K,T.A (wt supra). Ip, 
ib, pp. 470, 1. 
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out. If he is a Pagan, he cannot know the Christian 
mysteries ; if a Jew, he is the enemy of Christian baptism. 
Therefore, no verdict can be had on this matter on earth; 
we must seek a heavenly judge. But why do we apply 
to heaven, when we have the Will here in the Gospel? 
For, in this matter, earthly things may properly be com- 
pared with heavenly. Like as when any man, having 
many sons, as long as he, the father, is present himself, 
he himself gives his commands to each of them; and there 
is as yet no need of a Will; so Christ, also, as long as he 
was present upon earth, (although, indeed, he is not now 
absent,) gave commands to his Apostles for everything 
that was necessary, as occasion required. But, as an 
earthly father, when he perceives himself to be near 
death, fearing lest, after his death, the brothers should 
quarrel with one another, and go to law, calls witnesses 
and transfers his wishes from his dying breast to tablets 
that will endure; and if a contention shall have arisen 
between the brothers, the grave is not applied to, but 
the Will is sought ; and he who rests in the grave, speaks 
in silence from the tablets; [so it is with us]. He, whose 
Will we have, is alive in heaven; therefore, let his de- 
sires be sought in the Gospel as his Will.”? 


1“ Vos dicitis, licet: nos dicimus, non licet : inter licet vestrum et non licet 
nostrum, nutant et remigant anime populorum. Nemo vobis credat, nemo 
nobis: omnes contentiosi homines sumus. Querendi sunt judices: si Chris- 
tiani, de utraque parte dari non possunt ; quia studiis veritas impeditur, De 
foris querendus est judex : si paganus, non potest Christiana nosse secreta: si 
Judeus, inimicus est Christiani baptismatis: ergo in terris de hae re nullum 
poterit reperiri ju dicium ; de celo querendus est judex. Sed ut quid pulsamus 
ad celum, cum habeamus hic in Evangelio testamentum? Quia hoe loco 
recte possunt terrena ccelestibus comparari: tale est quod quivis hominum 
habens numerosos filios, quamdiu pater presens est, ipse imperat singulis ; non 
est adhuc necessarium testamentum : sic et Christus, quamdiu presens in terris 
fuit (quamvis nec modo desit) pro tempore quidquid necessarium erat Apos- 
tolis imperavit. Sed quomodo terrenus pater, dum se in confinio senserit 
mortis, timens ne post mortem suam, rupta pace, litigent fratres, adhibitis tes- 
tibus, voluntatem suam de pectore morituro transfert in tabulas diu duraturas: 
et si fuerit inter fratres nata contentio, non itur ad tumulum, sed queritur 
testamentum ; et qui in tumulo quiescit, tacitus de tabulis loquitur. Vivus, 
cujus est testamentum, in ceelo est : ergo voluntas ejus, velut in testamento sic 
in Evangelio requiratur.” Oprat1 De Schism, Donat. ady. Parmen, lib. vy. 
§ 3. Ed. Par. 1700. p. 81. 
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How completely contrary this language to that of the 
Romanists and the Tractators! Here Optatus, a Catholic, 
fully admits that the judgment of the Catholics upon a 
question, had intrinsically no more weight than that of 
the Donatists; and that Scripture only could give a de- 
cisive and authoritative verdict. 


Basi or Camsarea (fl. a. 370.) 


We now come to Basil of Caesarea, whose witness is as 
follows. 

“Tt is,” saith he, “a manifest defection from the faith, 
and mark of pride, either to reject anything of what is 
written, or to introduce anything of what is not written ; 
our Lord Jesus Christ saying, my sheep hear my voice 

. and the Apostle, by an example taken from human 
things, very earnestly forbidding us to add to, or take 
away from anything in the inspired Scriptures, when he 
says, ‘A man’s will, when confirmed, no man disannul- 
leth or addeth to.’ [Gal. iii. 15].”2 

No words, surely, can more strongly declare the ez- 
clusive claims of Scripture, as the Rule of faith and record 
of revelation, than these. 

And in the context, also, the same doctrine is clearly 
enforced. 

“Ye also, yourselves,” he says, “ well know that it is the 
duty of the faithful servant, whatsoever he may have been 
entrusted with by the good master to administer to his 
fellow-servants, to preserve these things for them safe, 
and neither corrupt nor purloin them. Thus I also am 
bound to place before you, agreeably to the will of God, 
for the common benefit, whatsoever I have learned from 
the inspired Scripture.” .... “ While, therefore, I had 


) havyepa exmTwois micTews Kat bmepnpavias Karnyopia, n aberew Tt Toy 
YEVPAMMEVOV, 1 ETELTOLVELY THY MN "Ye'YpapueveV, TOU Kuptov huey Incov Xpiorov 
ElTOVTOS, TA Ea MpoBaTa THS EuNsS Pwvns ukovEeL .. . . KOL TOV amogTOAOV eV 
broderypart avOpwmivw cpodpoTepoy amaryopevoytos vo mpocbeivat n ipedciy TL EV 
Tas Oeonvevotols ypapais, OY ay dnow duws avOpwrov Kekvpwperny Siadneny 
ovdeis aderer  emidiatacoeTat. Basin. Casar. Serm. de fide, § i. tom. ii. p, 
224, ed. Bened. 
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to contend against the heresies that have arisen at various 
times, following those who have preceded me, I consi- 
dered it convenient, out of regard to the impieties vented 
by the devil, to stop the spread of them, by words directly 
opposed to the error, and also to overturn the blasphemies 
introduced ; and to use different words at different times, 
as the necessities of those who were labouring under error 
required ; and those oftentimes not words of Scripture ; 
but, nevertheless, not alien to the orthodox meaning 
of Scripture: the Apostle often not disdaining to use 
heathen words suitable to his subject. [Where, as Arch- 
bishop Laud remarks, “he makes the Scripture the 
Touchstone or trial” of those unwritten words.|! But 
now I have considered it suitable, both to your and my 
object, in the simplicity of a sound faith, in fulfilling the 
command of your love in Christ, to speak what I have 
been taught by the inspired Scripture, sparingly using 
even those names and words which are not found in the 
very letters in the Divine Scripture, though they preserve 
the meaning of Scripture.”? And soon after follows the 
passage already quoted. 

And in the latter part of the same treatise, he proceeds 
to say,—* We have neither power nor leisure to collect 
together, on the present occasion, all the things that are 


1 Against Fisher § 16. n. 26. p. 59. ed. 1686. 

2 Ataxovov Se mioTov Ld10y LTE TAYT!S KOL AUTOL, TO, UEP AY ELS TOUS TUYdOVAOUS 
olkovounooa Tapa Tov aryabou Searorou mioTEVON, TavTa Siacwoat TovTOLS avobev- 
TMS KUL AKATNAEVTWS’ BOTE KoryW, UmEp Euaboy EK THS OeoMVEVaTOU Ypapys, TavTAa 
tu mapabecOa kaTu TO apeckoy Oew, Tpos TO KoWN TUEPEpoY OPELAETNS Ell. . .* 
‘Ews wey ovy aywyifeo0at mpos Tas emuvioTapevas KaTa Kalpov uiperets Expy, 
Eromevos TOLS TpoELAnpoow, akoAovboy iyvyouuny TH Siapopa THs emLomEpomevns 
bmo Tov diaBoAov aceBeas, Tas ayTeToLs Pwvais KwWAVELY, N KOL avaTpemEl Tas 
eTaryouevas BAarpnusus, Kut GAAOTE GAAGLS, WS aV | XPELA TWY VOTOUYTwY KaTHY- 
AYKATE, KaL TAVTULsS TOAAGKLS aypapols pev, buws Se ovy ovk ametevwpevaus TS 
KaTa THY Ypapny evoeBouvs Siavolas* Tov amocToAov TOAAGKIS Tos “EAAnVIKOLS 
Pnuact xXpnoac0a wn Tapartncapevov mpos Toy wioy ckowov. Nuv de mpos Tov 
KOIVoY Huov TE Kat Hwy okoTOY apuofoy cAoryioamnY, EV amAOTHTL TNS UyLouvovens 
TLTEWS, TO ETITAYUG THS duETEpus ev XpioTw ayamrns TANPwout, ELMOV a €di- 
daxOnv mapa THs OcomvevaTov ypapns’ pedomevos Mev KaL TWY OVOMaTwY Kou 
pnuatwy exewov, & Ackeot Mey avTULs ovK EupepeTa TH DeLa ypadn, S.iavolay ye 
Many THY EkEWnY eyKEmevny Ty ypupn diaowter. In, ib. § 1. ii, 223, 224. 


392. THE DOCTRINE OF THE FATHERS 


everywhere spoken by the inspired Scripture concerning 
the Father, and Son, and Holy Spirit. But having placed 
before you a few out of all these, we think these sufficient 
for your conviction, and for a demonstration that our views 
are from the Scriptures; and for the satisfaction, both 
of yourselves, and those who desire it of us.”1 And he 
then proceeds to give the articles of the creed, with Scrip- 
ture proofs, showing that even these he derived from 
Scripture; and goes on to say,—‘ Wherefore I exhort 
and beseech you to refrain from useless inquiries, and 
unseemly contentions about words, and be satisfied with 
what is said by the sacred writers and the Lord himself, and 
to be of a mind worthy your heavenly calling, and to con- 
duct yourselves worthily of the gospel of Christ,” ‘Kc. ;* 
adding, a little further on,—‘ Observing that admonition, 
‘Beware of false prophets’ [Matth. vii. 15.], and that, 
‘Withdraw yourselves from every brother that walketh 
disorderly, and not after the tradition which they received 
of us,’ [2 Thess. iii. 6], let us walk by the rule (or, canon) 
of the sacred writers, as built upon the foundation of the 
Apostles and Prophets, Jesus Christ himself being the 
chief corner-stone, &c. [Eph. ii. 20].”8 

And he concludes by saying that having, in what had 
preceded, spoken sufficiently for the occasion respecting 
the orthodox faith, he would then proceed to give the in- 


) “Huu de mavta wey Ta mavTaxov bro THs OeoTvEevaToU Ypadns mept Te Tlarpos 
kat Trovkat “Ayyiov Tlvevparos eipnueva, To mapov avadeyew ovre Suvapis cure 
TXOAN «. « ~ oAvya de ek TayTwY Mapabeuevol, apKely 7youLEla Kat TavTA TH 
iperepa cuverdnoes, mpos TE THY TOV TMETEPOV EK THY ‘Ypahay Ppoynuaros huyepw- 
ow, Kat Toy Suv avTwy, Kar Twy BovAomevay ep Tjuw mAnpopopiay. Ip. ib. § 
3. ii, 227. 

2 Atorep Tapakare rat Seouar, mavoamevous rns meplepryou EntnTEws Kou ampe= 
mous Aoyouaxias, apkesOat Tos to TwY aryLwy Kat avToV Tov Kupiov expnuevots, 
agia Se Ts emovpaviou KAngEws ppovew, Kar akiws Tov evaryyedtov Tov Xpiorov 
moAtteveoOat, kK. T. A. Ip. ib. § 5. ii. 228. If any proof is required that twy 
ayiwy here means the sacred writers, see Basil. Adv. Eunom. lib. ii. § 2. init. 
quoted p. 396 below, and (if supposed genuine) De Sp. S. c. 13.iii, 24. D. 

° Typouvres karetvo To, Tpocexere aro Twy Wevdorpopyntwy" Kat To, SreAAco Oat 
Suas amo mayTos adeAPov aTakTws TEepiTaTOUYTOS, KaL uN KaTa THY Tapadoow jy 
ToapehaBoy Tap 7UwV, TTOLXwMEy TW KaYOYL TY Hylwv, &s emoucodomnevTEs em 
Tw OEMEdi@ TwY ATOTTOAWY Kat TpopnTov, K.T.A. ID. ib. § 5. ii. 229. 
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structions he had promised respecting morals ; and that 
he had drawn up his rules, by collecting together what- 
ever things were spoken of with approbation or repre- 
hension in the New Testament.) 

In the Treatise on Morals which follows, we have three 
other forcible testimonies of the same kind. 

The subject of one of his “ Rules” is given by him thus, 
-— “That it is right that every word or thing should be 
accredited by the testimony of the inspired Scripture, for 
the full assurance of the good, and the confusion of the 
wicked.”? 

Again, still more decisively ;—“ J¢ is right that those 
hearers who have learned the Scriptures, should test what 
is said by their teachers, and receive those things that are 
agreeable to the Scriptures, and reject those that are con- 
trary ; and earnestly avoid those that persevere in maintain- 
ing such doctrines.”* 

And again; “ What is the peculiar characteristic of a 
Christian? Faith that worketh by love. What is the 
peculiar characteristic of faith? A firm and unwavering 
assurance of the truth of the inspired words, not to be 
shaken by any reasoning; either such as is introduced by 
physical necessity, or such as comes under the garb of 
piety. What is the peculiar characteristic of a believer ? 
To rest in such an assurance, through the power of the 
words spoken, and not to dare to reject anything con- 
tained therein, or to add anything to them. For if, as 
the Apostle says, everything that is not of faith is sin, and 
faith is by hearing, and hearing by the word of God, 


1 ‘Oca cipickomey Kata THY Kawny Tews Atabyny omopadny amnryopevmeva 7 
eykekpiucva, TavTa, Kata TO Suvaroy nul, Els dpous KEepadaiwdets mpos TO EvANTTOV 
Tos BovAopevois ecmovdacauny avvayoryev. In. ib. § 6. ii. 229, 

2 “Ort Se ray pnua n mpayya morovoba TH MupTupLa TNS DeomvevaTOU Ypapys 
evs TANpopopiay ev TwP aryabwy, evTpomny De TwY ToYNpwY. Ip. Moral. Regul. 
xxvi.c. 1. ii. 256. 

3 ‘Ort Ser Toy axpoutrwy Tous memadevpevous Tas ypapas Soximaey Ta mapa 
Tw Sidackudwy Acyouevas Kat Ta Mev oumpwva Tats ‘ypapais dexecOa, Ta de 
aAAoTpta, amoBudAcw* Kat Tous ToLtovToLs didayyari EmLpmEevovTas amooTpeper bat 
cpodporepoy. Ip. ib. Reg. lxxii. c. 1, ii. 306. 
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everything that is not contained in the inspired Scripture, 
not being of faith, is sin.” 

We hence see how entire was his conviction that the 
word of God was only to be found in the Scriptures ; and 
that the Scriptures were the entire and perfect rule of 
faith. 

Moreover, in a treatise of the same kind, but thrown 
into the form of question and answer, we meet with se- 
veral passages to the same effect. 

The first is as follows,— Whether it is lawful or de- 
sirable for any one to allow himself even to do or say 
what he thinks good, without the testimony of the in- 
spired Scriptures:”* and in his answer he discounte- 
nanees such conduct. This goes much further than we 
should have any wish to contend for. 

Again ;—“ Whether it is desirable for new converts 
immediately to learn things from the Scriptures;” to 
which the answer is, that it is “ proper and necessary that 
each one should learn that which is useful from the in- 
spired Scripture, both for the establishment of his piety, 
and that he may not be accustomed to human traditions.” 

Again ;—“ What mind ought a prelate to have in 
those things which he commands or appoints?” To which 
the reply is,—“ Towards God, as a servant of Christ, and 
a steward of the mysteries of God, fearing lest he should 


'T. Woy Xpioctiavov; moris dC atyarns evepyouuevyn. Tr wiov moTews ; 
adiaKpitos TANpopopla THS aANnGeLas TwY OcoTVEvoTEW pnyaTwY, ovdevL oYyiTLH, 
oure tro PuaiKns avaryKns eLoaryouevw, ovTe Mpos evoeBeLay coxnuaticnerw diaca- 
Acvowevn. Tr roy micro; To ev ToLavTN TANpOpopia cuvdiariWccOa TH Svvamer 
THY Elpnucvoy, Kat mndey TOAMaY afeTEY n EmdiaTaccETOaL. Ex yap may 6 ovk 
EK TLOTEWS, AVApTLA COTY, OS pnow 6 amodTOADS, % Se MoTIS E& akons, Se akon 
dia fnuaros Geov, may To exros TyS OcomvEvoTOV ‘Ypahns ovK EK TLOTEWS OY, OpapT LO 
eotwv. Inv. ib. Reg. lxxx. c. 22, ii. 317. 

2 Ex eteorw 1 ovppeper Tims EauTw emitpemely, Kat moe n Aeyel & vomCer 
kaha, avev TNS MopTuplas Twy DeorvevaTwv ypapwv. Ip. Reg. brev. Interrog. 
1. ii. 414, 

% Et ouudepet Tots apts mporepxouevois evOus T% uTO TwY Ypadwy eknavOavely ; 
s+... To mpos Tyy Xperay ExacrTov expuavOayery ek THS OeomvEvaTOU ypupns 
aKodovboy Ka: avaryKatoy els TE TANPOpopiay THs Deore BeLas, Kat birep TOV LN Tpoo- 
eOnoOnva. avOpwrivais mapadocecw. Ip. ib. Interrog. et resp. xey. ii. 
449, : 
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either speak or order anything beyond the will of God, as 
declared in the Scriptures, and be found a false witness of 
God, or sacrilegious, in either introducing anything foreign 
te the doctrine of the Lord, or omitting anything accep- 
table to God.” 

To these testimonies, many others may be added from 
other parts of his works. 

Thus, in his homily on repentance, he says,—“ We shall 
treat of repentance from the Old and New Testament ; 
for these are the Church’s treasures.”* 

And, in a passage cited in a former part of this chapter, 
he says, speaking of a thing derived from “the Fathers,” 
“ But it is not sufficient for us that it is the tradition of 
the Fathers. For they also followed the mind of Scrip- 
ture; having taken their first principles from the testi- 
monies which, a short time since, we placed before you, 
from the Scripture.”* 

Again ;—* It is the duty of a pious mind to fear to speak 
of the Holy Spirit, things that are not mentioned in the 
Holy Scriptures; and to believe that the knowledge and 
accurate comprehension of the Holy Spirit, are reserved 
for us to the future world.”4 

Moreover, he very expressly refers to Scripture as the 
Judge of controversies, and that in the highest points of 
faith. 

Thus, in his controversy with Eunomius, he says,— 
“ What mode of investigation could be more proper, than 


1 Tloramoy ppovnua opetrct exe 6 mpocotws ev vis emitacce: n SiuTacoerat. 
Resp. pos pev tov @cov, as imnpetns Xptotrov kat oikovouos mvaTynpiwy Oeov* 
poBoupevos un TL Tapa TO GeAnpa Tov Ocov TO ev Tus ypaputs dwodoyoumevoy H 
ern n TUTwON, Kat ebpeOn WevdomapTus Tov Ocov, 71 tepoovAos, ev TW 7 ETELoryELY 
TL aAAOTpLOV THS TOV Kuptov didackKaALas, n Tapadenput TL TwY UpeTKoYTwY Ocw. 

2 Aetouev mept meTavoias ex Taraias Te Kat KaLVNS. “OvToL yap THS EKKANTLAS 
Oncavpo. Ip. Homil. de Penit. § 1. ii. 603. 

3 Ip. De Spir. 8.c. 7. iii. 13. Seep. 260 above. 

4 EvoeBous yap cot: Stavoias Ta amociwnynlevTa ev ToS GyLoLs ypapais evAa- 
BeicOcu emipnufery To Gyww Tvevpari, memeiobar Se THY EMmelplay avTov Ka, 
axpiBn karadnpw es Tov boTEpoy tyuw amoKeobat aiwva Ip, Ady. Kunom. 
lib. iii. § 7. i. 278. 
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that we should compare what is said with the documents 
given to us by the Spirit, and receive that which we find 
to agree with them, and give no credence to that which is 
opposed to them, but avoid it asan enemy. First, there- 
fore, let him show this, which of the sacred writers have 
ealled Christ an offspring and a thing made? What 
passages of the Scriptures has he to prove this?” ? 

And in the Epistle to Eustathius, ascribed to him, 
occurs a similar and still stronger passage to the same 
effect ;% but as this Epistle is with greater probability 
attributed to his brother, Gregory of Nyssa, I shall cite 
it when considering the testimony of the latter. 

Further, to the passages already quoted, declarative of 
the perfection of Scripture as the rule of faith, we may 
add the following; which occur, however, in Treatises 
placed by the Benedictines in their Appendix, as in their 
opinion not genuine works of Basil. The reader may 
judge for himself, as we need not their testimony. 

“ Believe those things that are written. What is not 
written inquire not into.” 

And elsewhere he tells us that “all the commands of 
Christ are written.” 4 

Now, from these passages, it is very obvious that if 
Basil has elsewhere advocated the views of the Tractators, 
he has most pointedly contradicted himself. 

Let us see, however, whether he is so chargeable. 

The chief passage always adduced from him against 
our views is from the latter part of the Treatise on the 


Tis ay ov Tpomos THs ekeTacews diaiorepos ‘yevorto, n ToLs didarywact ToLs 
mapa Tov Tyevparos ju Sedomevois tov Aoyoy ovykpwovras, 6 wey av ekewvors 
cuupavouy eipwmey KaTadexeoOat, Tw de EvaYTIWS EXOVTL UMIOTEW KaL Os €XOpoy 
amopevye; Tpwrov Towuy exewo SeikvuTm, TIES TOV GYLwY ‘yevYna Ka TONG 
Toy XploToy mMpooeipnkact , Towas exer Pwvas Twy ypapwy eis amodetw; Ip, 


Ady. Eunom. lib. ii. § 2.1. 238, 9. 

2Ip. Epist. 189. § 3. iii. 277. 

* Tois ‘yeypaypevols mioTeve, TU MN “yeypaymeva wn Eyre. Ip. Homil. adv. 
calumn. 8. Trin. § 4. ji. 611, 


‘Et mn Tara Tpuy Mpos Tov TNS GwTHpLasS okoTOY aNaryKaLa NV, OUT av eypa- 
onow naga at evroku. Iv, Serm. de yvirt. et vit. § 1. iii, 469. 
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Holy Spirit, and consequently from a portion of the works 
attributed to him, which has been very generally ad- 
judged by our best divines, and by Erasmus, if not others, 
among the Romanists, to be spurious. To the judgment 
of Erasmus and of Bishop Jeremy Taylor, Bishop Stil- 
lingfleet and Robert Cooke, of our own divines, I have 
already directed the attention of the reader.t. And to 
these we may add many others. 

Thus Bishop Patrick says of it, that it is “a counterfeit 
part of a book of St. Basil, into which somebody hath 
foisted a discourse about Tradition, which as it belongs 
not at all to his subject, so it contradicts his sense in 
another place; particularly in his book of Confession of 
Faith, where he saith, ‘It is a manifest infidelity and 
arrogance, either to reject what is written, or to add any- 
thing that is not written.’ But admit those words which 
this man quotes to be St. Basil’s, they are manifestly false 
by the confession of the Roman church in that sense 
wherein he takes them. For if those things which he 
reckons up as Apostolical traditions have equal force with 
those things which are written in the Scripture, how 
comes the Church of Rome to lay aside several of them? 
For instance, the words of invocation at the ostension of 
the bread of the eucharist and the cup of blessing ; the 
consecration of him that is baptized ; standing in prayer 
on the first day of the week and all the time between 
Easter and Whitsuntide? And how comes it about that 
others of them are left at liberty, such as praying towards 
the East, and the threefold immersion in baptism? Both 
which they themselves acknowledge to be indifferent ; 
and yet are mentioned by this false St. Basil (so I can- 
not but esteem him that wrote this) among the things 
which are of equal force unto godliness with those de- 
livered in Scripture. Nay, he proceeds so far as to say 
in the words following, that if we should reject such un- 
written traditions we should give a deadly wound to the 
gospel, or rather contract it into a bare name. A saying 


1 See vol. 1. pp. 207, 8. 
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so senseless, or rather impious, that if these men had but a 
grain of common honesty, they could not thus endeavour to 
impose upon the world by such spurious stuff, as I would 
willingly think they have wit enough to see this is.” 1 

And so Archbishop Laud, quoting Bishop Andrews as 
his authority, says,— The learned take exceptions to this 
book of St. Basil as corrupted. Bp. Andr. Opuse. contr. 
Peron. p. 9.”’? 

The passage relates to the wording of the Doxology, 
and the writer defends the use of the words “ with the Holy 
Spirit,’ on the ground of patristical tradition being in 
their favour, observing, that, “Of the doctrines and in- 
structions preserved in the Church, some we have from the 
teaching of Scripture, and others we have received de- 
livered down to us secretly from the tradition of the Apo- 
stles ; both of which have the like force towards piety ; and 
no one will contradict these things, no one at least who has 
any experience of the laws of the Church; for if we 
should attempt to repudiate the unwritten customs as not 
having any great weight, we should unwittingly injure 
the gospel in the very principal points, or rather reduce 
the gospel to a mere name.” ? And he then instances the 
sign of the cross in baptism, and other points of a like 
kind. A similar passage occurs shortly after. 4 

That the author of these passages should be the same 
as the one who wrote what we have quoted above, it is 
hardly possible to conceive. Indeed, they are directly 
opposed to a passage (already quoted) occurring in the 


1 Patrick’s Answer to Touchstone of Reformed Gospel, pp. 33—5. 

2 Answer to Fisher, § 16. n. 26. p. 59. ed. 1686. 

3 Twy ev TH eKKANCLA TepvAaypEvaY SoyLUTwY Kal KNPVYLATwY, Ta MEV EK TIS 
eyypahou diduckadias exouev, Ta de ex THS THY amoTTOAwWY Trapadocews B1ad0- 
OevTa jpiv ev wvoTnpiw mapedetaueba amrep uupotepa THY avTHY LoXuY €XEL Mpos 
Thy evocBetuy® Kot TovTOIs oVvdELs ayTEpEl, OVK OVY bs TIS "Ye KaTa [LLKpOY “youv 
Oecpoy EkKkANTLacTiK@Y TeTELpaTaL. Ex yap emlxeipyoupey Ta aypapa Tw wy 
&s UN peyargy exovTa THY duvauw TaparTercbot, AaBolwey aY Els aVTa Ta KalpLa 
CnuiovvTes TO EvaryyeAtov" adAov Oe Ets ovoma WirAov TeplicTw@YTES TO KNpUYLG. 
De Spir. 8. c. 27. Basiy. Op. iii. 54. 

4 AvooToAtkoy oluat Kot TO Tos aypadols Tapadocect mapamevev. Ib, c. 29. 
iii, 60. 


ON THE SUBJECT OF THIS WORK. 399 


former part of the same treatise, where, speaking of a 
similar phrase with relation to the Son, Basil says that 
though it was from the Fathers it was not enough that it 
was the tradition of the Fathers, but that they had derived 
it from the Scriptures. } 

That this work has been, to say the least, interpolated 
and corrupted, must, I think, be clear to every impartial 
reader. 

Moreover, this author, whoever he is, when he de- 
scends to particulars, seems only to apply his observations 
to customs and matters of form and discipline, not to 
points of faith, as if tradition was any part of the rule of 
faith. And in such matters it might perhaps be said, that 
there are some unwritten customs that have the same 
force towards piety as some customs commanded in Scrip- 
ture. The force of the passage, according to Bishop 
Stillingfleet, is this;—“It was objected that the form §S, 
Basil used was not found in Scripture; he answers, that 
the equivalent is there found, and that there were some 
things received by tradition which had the same force to- 
wards piety. And if we take away all unwritten customs 
we shall do wrong to the gospel, and leave a bare name to 
the public preaching. And from thence he insists on 
some traditionary rites, as the sign of the cross, praying 
towards the East, &c. His business is to show that to 
the greater solemnity of Christian worship several customs 
were observed in the Church, which are not to be found 
in Scripture. And if other antient customs were received 
which are not commanded in Scripture, he sees no rea- 
son that they should find such fault with this.” @ 

The passage, therefore, seems at any rate intended only 
to apply to matters of form and ecclesiastical rites. 

And what is more, the view which the author of it takes 
is essentially different to that of the Romanists and the 


1 De Sp. 8. c. 7. iii, 13. . See p. 260 above. 

2 Stillingfleet’s Council of Trent examined p. 25. See also his Grounds of 
Protestant religion, pp. 242—4, ed. 1665, and Archbishop Laud against Fisher, 
§ 16. n. 26. p. 59. ed. 1686. f 


400 THE DOCTRINE OF THE FATHERS 


Tractators, for he speaks of his “traditions” as secretly 
and silently conveyed down under the veil of mystery, 
and not published abroad in the writings of the Fa- 
thers. 

Let us proceed, however, to some passages that are 
quoted against our view from the genuine works of Basil, 
and we shall find that not one of them advocates more 
than what we readily admit, namely, that the works of the 
Fathers are to be referred to as affording a confirmatory 
argument for the orthodox faith. 

For instance, the first passage merely amounts to a 
general declaration of regard for the statements of the 
Fathers, more particularly when compared with those of 
the heretic Eunomius,—in which we most fully agree. The 
passage with its context stands thus ;—Eunomius having 
spoken slightingly of the Fathers, and of the sentiments 
of the great body of Christians either then living or of 
any former age, Basil replies,—“‘ What do you say? are 
we not to attribute the greater weight to those who have 
preceded us? Are we not to hold in respect the multitude 
both of the Christians of the present time and of those 
who have lived since the gospel was first preached? Are 
we not to take into account the dignity of those who have 
been distinguished by spiritual gifts of all kinds, in oppo- 
sition and hostility to all of whom you have now intro- 
duced this wicked path of impiety ? But having altogether 
closed the eyes of our mind and driven out of our memory 
the recollection of every holy man, are we each of us to 
come and subject his mind in a passive state, cleared of 
all former impressions, to your vagaries and sophisms? 
You would be possessed of great power indeed, if it shall 
fall to your lot to have the command of those things 
which the devil himself with his various artifices has not 


! Aro Tys ciwTomerns Kal muoTiKNS Tupadocews .... . €k TNS adnWootevToU 
TAUTNS Kat amoppnToU Sidackarias, Hv ev amoAUTpayMOYNTW Kal amepLepyacTw 
ayn of marepes Huw ebvdakay, Kudrws exewvo Sedidaypevor, Twy MvoTnploy TO 
ceuvoyv oiwnn SiacwlecOat, & yup ovde emorrevely efeoTl TOLS amunTols, TOVTwY 
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obtained ; if, that is, in obedience to you we should judge 
the tradition that has been held by so many holy men [he 
was too wise a man to talk of every body always every- 
where] in all past time less valuable than your impious 
conceits.”1 Inall this I need not say that there is not 
one word from which we dissent. 

Again, Basil says in his Homily against the Sabellians 
and others,—* But let the tradition deter you from sepa- 
rating the Holy Spirit from the Father and Son. The Lord 
hath thus taught, Apostles have proclaimed this doctrine, 
Fathers have kept it, martyrs have confirmed it. Be 
satisfied to speak as you have been taught.”? But this 
passage confirms our view; for by consulting the pre- 
ceding context we find that “the tradition” referred to is 
“ the tradition of baptism,”* that is, our Lord’s tradition 
delivered Matt. xxviii. 19; and, in fact, the grounds upon 
which the matter is placed are precisely those for which 
we contend, namely, the teaching of our Lord and his 
Apostles as the foundation, and that of Fathers and 
martyrs as in their place confirmatory of the correctness 
of our view of a doctrine. And, therefore, we agree 
fully with the admonition of Basil in the context,—“I 
entreat you, not to seek in every way to hear from me that 


1 T. Aeyes 3 pwn velumpey To TAEOY ToLs TpoAGBovot; wn adecOwmMEV TO TANOOS 
TwY TE VuY OYTO XpioTiavev, Kat TwY bool 'yeyovacw ap ob KaTnYyyEAn TO Evary- 
YeAlov; pn Aoyicwpeda TO akiwpa Tw EV TuvTOLOIS Xaplopact Siapaveytwy mvev- 
MaTiKOLS, ois Gmacw exOpay Kat ToAEuLOY THY ToVnpay Sdov TavTHY THs aocBeLas 
EKQLVOTOUNTAS 5 GAAG puoayTeEs amakurrdws Tous THS WuxXns OPPadpmous, Ko TaYTOS 
Gryiov pynunv Ts Siavoias tmepopiouvres, TXoAGLOVTUY Kat TecUpwmevnY THY 
éavrou Kapdiay ExaoTos Tals Taparywyals Tov Ka ToLs Toplopact pepovTes bTObw~ 
pev; peyadns we T ay ens THs SuvacTELas EmELANMLEVOS, ELTEP GV TOLS TOLIKLAGLS 
éavrov pmedoderats 6 SiaBodos ovK emeTuXe, TovTwY Got TUXELY Ek EMITATMATOS TeE- 
pleoral’ cay Tep TeloBevTES GOL, THY EV TaYTLTW TapEAOoYTL Xpovw bmo TOTOUTMY 
Gylwy KeKparnkuiay mapadoow ariwoTepay Kpiwwuev THS SuocEBous tuwy emivoLas. 
Ady. Eunom. lib. i. § 3. i. 210, 11. 

2 Adda wn xwpions Marpos kat Tiov Tro Tlvevua, To Grytov, dvoewrerTw ce  Tapa- 
dosts. ‘O Kuptos obtws cdidakev, amoorodo: exnpviay, marepes Slernpnoay, map- 
Tupes <BeBawour’ aprecOnrt Aevyely &s edidaxOns. Hom. contra Sabell. Arium 
et.Anom. § 6. ii. 194. 

3H mapadoois rou Bamtioparos, Ib. The passage is very similar to one 
of Athanasius quoted above, vol. i. pp. 121, 2. 
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which is agreeable to you, but that which is well-pleasing 
to the Lord, and accordant with the Scriptures, and not at 
variance with the Fathers.” 

Thus, also, he says elsewhere, after having laid down 
what he considered to be the orthodox faith,—* These, 
brethren, are the mysteries of the Church, these are the 
traditions of the Fathers,” * where he states what he 
justly considered asa stringent argument for the reception 
of what he had been delivering, but not as any part of 
the rule of faith, for he immediately adds, “ We adjure 
every man who fears the Lord and expects the judgment 
of God, not to be carried away by divers doctrines. If 
any one teaches otherwise and adheres not to the whole- 
some words of the faith, but, rejecting the oracles of the 
Spirit, holds his own teaching to be of more authority 
than the Evangelical documents, avoid such a man;” * where 
we plainly see what was his sole rule of faith. 

Again; he says,—“ But as to the faith, we neither 
receive that which is written by others, junior to us, nor 
dare ourselves to deliver the offspring of our own con- 
ceits, that we may not make the words of the orthodox faith 
dependent upon men ; but what we have been taught by 
the holy Fathers, that we deliver to those who question 
us.” * But “ the holy Fathers” here mentioned are only 
“the Nicene Fathers,” for it follows,—“ Therefore the 


1 “Yuas 5¢ mapakarw wey, un eK TavTos TpoTou SnTew To Su apecxov Tap 
T_@Y akovTal, GAN 6 Tw Kupiw evapeoToy EoTL, Kat TUMPwYOY TALS yeapais, Kat un 
Maxouevoy Tos watpacw. Ib. § 4. ii. 193. 

2 Tavta cot, adeApot, Ta THS EKKANCLAS MuvoTnpla, abTu Twy TOT Epwy ai 
mapadoces, Kp. ad Sozopolit. ep. 261. § 3. ili. 403. 

° Atapaprupowcba muyts avOpamw poBovmevw tov Kupioy, kat Kpiow @couv ava- 
MevorTt, diuXaLs MouiAous un MopapeperOar. Ex Tis Erepodiackare Kat un mpoo- 
EpxeTar byiaivovot Aoyos THS TiaTEwWS, GAA mapwboupevos Ta Tov Tvevparos 
Aoyia THY o1KELuy DidacKAALaY KUplwWTEpUY ToOLELTOL TwY EvaryyehiKav diBayLaTwr, 
pvdaccecbe Tov Toovrov. Ib. 
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wyiov marepwy Sedidarywe0a, TavTa Tors epwrwow huas diaryyeAAouer  Epist. 
ad eccles, Antioch, ep. 140, § 2. iii. 233. 
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creed written by the holy Fathers, those, I mean, that met 
at Nicea, has been received in our Church from the times 
of our Fathers,’1 and he then proceeds to deliver the 
Nicene creed. 

And this assembly that met at Nicea, or Nice, he 
justly considers to have strong claims upon our regard, 
though not to demand our faith ; for having spoken of the 
creed promulgated by the Fathers that met at Nicea, 
and noticed the fact that some persons did not receive the 
word “ consubstantial,” which they had introduced into 
it, he says,—“ Whom any one might perhaps justly 
blame, and yet again might judge them excusable. For, 
on the one hand, not to follow the Fathers, and esteem 
their word of more authority than their own notions, is 
worthy of blame as a very arrogant thing; while again, 
on the other hand, to be suspicious of a word blamed by 
others, this seems pretty well to clear them from blame. 
For in truth those that met in the matter of Paul of 
Samosata, found fault with the phrase as not sounding 
appropriate.” ? 

In all these passages, then, (which, if not all, are at 
least the strongest that can be brought from the writings 
of Basil that have any show of supporting the views of 
our opponents,) we find nothing which, when compared 
with his clear statements as to the claims of Holy Scrip- 
ture, given above, presents any difficulty as to his views 
on the subject. 


Grecory or Nyssa (fl. a. 370.) 


From Basil let us pass to his brother, Gregory of 
Nyssa. 


1 Eott Towuy ek matepwy euarohirevomevn TN EKKANTLA Heov  ypapeca mupa 
TOV Gylwy TaTEpwy ToTIS, TwY Kura THY NikcLay cuveAOoytwy. Ib. 

2 “Ous ion wepnbarro ay Tis Bikalws, Kat TaAW [EV TOL oVYyyveuNs avTous atio- 
ceey. To mev yap marpact wn akoAovOey, kat THY EKELYwY dwvnY KUplwTEepay 
Tiber Out THS EavTOV ywuns, eykAnuaros aktov, ws avOaderas yenov. To de madi 
bp’ Erepwy 5iaPAndecay avrqv bwowrov exew, TovTo Mws SoKet TOV eYKANMATOS 
GuTOUS METpIws EheuOEpovy" KaL yup TW oVTL, of emt TlavAw Tw Soapoourel duier- 
Oovres, SieBurov THv Ack ws ovk evonmov, Ep. ad Canonicas, ep. 52 §. 1. 
iii. 145, 

DD2 
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First; Is Scripture solely and exclusively the authori- 
tative rule of faith? The following passages will show us 
his opinion on this point. 

In his treatise, “ On the soul and the resurrection,” 
written in the form of a dialogue between himself and his 
celebrated sister Macrina, he says,— 

“ We have not this power, the power I mean of saying 
what we please, inasmuch as we use the holy Scripture as 
our rule for every doctrine and our law ; and being under 
the necessity of referring to this, we receive that only what- 
soever may be agreeable to the scope of what is there 
written.” } 

And a little further on the dialogue runs thus ;—“ I 
think it behoves us to inquire, with respect to what has 
been said, whether that which divine inspiration has 
taught us is consonant with these things. But, said she, 
[i. e. Macrina] who could possibly deny, but that we must 
consider that alone to be truth for which there is the seal of 
Scripture testimony ?” 2 

Again; writing against Eunomius, he says,—“ But let 
us proceed to that which follows of his discourse, after we 
have added a few words directed to the confirmation of 
our doctrine. For since the inspired testimony is the 
sure criterion of truth in the case of Evrery doctrine, I 
think it well to prove the truth of what I have said by 
citing the divine oracles.” * 


' “Hueis Se rns eLovoras aporpor TavTNs ecuev, TNS Aeyew pyr aarep BovAoueba., 
Kavovt TayTos Sorywaros Kal VoMM KEXpNEvOL TH ayia Ypadn’ avaryKaiws mpos 
TavTv BAETovres TovTO deXoMEBa MovOY" OTITEP aY Nn CUMPwYOY TW TwY YyéeypaL~ 
pevay okomw. GREGOR. Nyss. De anim. et resurrect. tom. ii. pp. 632, 3. 
ed. 16]5—18. tom. ili. pp. 200, 1. ed. 1638. 

2 Znrew oor Serv ewe Tors eypnuevors, es 7 Oeomvevoros SidacKkadta Tovrois 
aumpepera, “H de, Kgy ris ay avrermot, pnot, uN ovxXt ev TOUTH joYw THY aAn- 
Gevay TiWeo Ow, & opparyis eweaTi THS ‘ypapiKns maptupias. Ib. tom. ii. p. 639. ed. 
1615—18. tom. iil. p. 207. ed. 1638. 

5 ‘Hues Se mpos Ta epetns Tov Aoryou TpocABwfiey pikpwv ert Tpos ovoTacW Tov 
jpetepov Soypwaros mpoodiopOnVevray [? mpocdi0pbwlevtwy]* emeidy yap KpiTnptov 
arpares TNS aAndelas emt mayTos Soyparos H OeomvevoTos eoTL wapTupia, Kadws 
Exel Tyouma: Tn Tmapabece: Twv Oelwy KoL TOV AueTEpOY AOYoY moTwoUGOal. 
Contr. Eunom. lib, i. Appendix, p. 82. ed. 1615—18, tom. ii. p. 346. ed. 1638. 
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And to the Holy Scripture he distinctly appeals, as the 
Judge of controversies among Christians, 

In his Treatise respecting the Trinity, he says of cer- 
tain heretics,—“ They charge us with introducing novel- 
ties, forming their accusation against us thus. When we 
confess three hypostases, they accuse us of saying that 
there is one goodness, one power, and one Godhead. 
And they affirm this not without reason. For such is 
our language. But they blame us for this, and object 
against us that the faith, as customably received among 
them, contains not this, and the Scripture does not agree 
with it. What, then, do we say to this? We do not 
think it just that the custom that prevails among them 
should be made the law and rule of right doctrine. For 
if the plea of custom is valid as a proof of the correctness 
of what is said, it will be lawful for us also, without 
doubt, to bring forward in opposition the custom that 
prevails among us. But if they repudiate this, neither 
doubtless can we be called upon to follow them. There- 
fore let the inspired Scripture be the arbiter of the contro- 
versy between us, and the suffrage of the truth will, beyond 
doubt, fall to the lot of those whose doctrines shall be found 
agreeable to the divine words.”1 In these words, then, 
the Holy Scripture is clearly and distinctly put forward 
in that character to which Dr. Pusey and his party tell 
us it has no claim, and for a purpose which the same 
persons tell us it cannot fulfil, namely, as the proper 


AAG KoLvoTomioay Huw mpopepovow, obTwot TO eyKANnKA Kae Auwv oUYTI- 
Gevtes Tpeis Srootacets SmodoyouvTwy, jay ayabornTa, play Suvami, Kor mLay 
Ocornta Aeyew Teas ariwvTat. Kat ov efw ToUTO TNS aAnOeLas parw* Acyomey 
yop, GAN [read gacw Aceyouey yap. AA] eyKadouvTes TovTO mpopepovow, 
6Tt 7H ovvnOeta, avTwY TOUTO OVUK EXEL, KaL Hh Ypapn ov ovyTiMeTat, Tu ovy Kau mpos 
TOVTO 7MeELs; Ov vouComey Sixcquoy eva THY Tap’ avToLs emMiKpaTovoay cuynOELay 
VoMoY Kat KovOYa Tov opOov mo.ettOut Aoyou. Ex yup twxupoy core ets opOoTnTa, 
Aoyov 7) cvvnPera,, ekeoT at Kat Nu TayTws avTimpoBardAcoOat THY Tap My Et 
Kparovouy ovyneray’ et Se maparypahovrar TavTnY EkELvoL, OVDE TMiy TaYTwWS aKo- 
AovOnteov ekewois. Ovkovy 7 Ocomvevoros Auw SiaTnoarw ypapn, Kat map’ ois 
av eipeOn Ta doyuara cvvwda To1s Oevors Aoyors, emt TovToLs HkEL MayTwWS TNS AAN= 
devas 7 Ynpos. De S. Trin. tom. ii, pp. 439, 40. ed. 1615—18. tom. ili. p. 8. 
ed. 1638, 
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arbiter of controversies among Christians. The appeal 
which those heretics made to the Scripture, saying that 
the orthodox doctrine was not agreeable to Scripture, did 
not fora moment prevent Gregory’s appeal to it as the 
arbiter of the controversy. 

Nay more, he even speaks of it in one passage as our 
sole authoritative rule in points of ecclesiastical duty. In 
his treatise, “ Respecting those who visit Jerusalem,” he 
says,— I assert that it is proper for those who have once 
dedicated themselves to a heavenly course of life, to refer 
in everything to the words of the gospel; and, as men 
shaping their work by a rule, reduce the crooked things 
in their hands to straightness by the straight line of the 
rule, so I think it proper that those persons applying to 
these things a certain right and immutable rule as it 
were, I mean the course of life laid down in the gospel, 
should shape their course to God by it. Since, therefore, 
there are some of those who have chosen for themselves a 
solitary life in retirement, by whom it has been deter- 
mined to be a part of religion to see those places in Jeru- 
salem in which are seen the evidences of our Lord’s 
sojourn in the flesh, it would be well to look to the rule ; 
and if the tendency of the precepts there given is such as 
to exhort us to it, to perform the act as a command of the 
Lord ; but if it is not contained in the commands of the 
Lord, I know not what precept there is that a man be- 
coming a law of what is good to himself, should desire to 
do something not commanded.” ? 


1 Eye tous dak avaredemoras Eavtous Tn tnAn ToArrEla, KaAws EXEL pnt 
mpos Tas Tov evaryyeAtov Sia TayTos amoBAeme hwvas* Kau @omep of Tw KavovL TO 
dmoxelmevoy amevOuvoyTes, KaTa THY Emt TOV Kavovos evOELaY TA TKOALA TA EV 
xepow els evGuTnTa meTaBaArdovoL, odTwS TpoonKeELY Fyyoumat olover TVA Kavova 
opPoy Kau adiacTpopoy, THY EvaryyeAuKnY Aeyw dn woATeLay, TovToLs emtBadAoytas, 
kar’ ekewny pos Tov Oeov amevOuverOar, Ene Towvy vot tives TwY Tov moynpn 
Kot wiafovta Biovy emavypnucvev, ois ev pweper evoeBetas vevomtoTat TO Tovs ev 
‘TepogoAupois Tomous ew, ev ois Ta auuBora Tns Bia, capKos emdnuuas Tov Kupiov 
Sparat, KAAwWS av EXOL TpUS Toy Kavova BAemewv’ Kot ex TavTa BovAeTat 7 Tapa 
TOV EVTOAWY XELPAYWYLU, Torey TO Epyov, WS mpooTaryua Kuptov’ e de ckw core 
Twy evTOhWY TOV A€oTOTOU, OVK oda TL ETL TO SiaTeTaTymevoy TL BeAELY TroLELY 
avToy EavTov Tov KaAoVv vouoy ywouevoy. Orat. de iis qui adeunt Hierosol. 
tom. il. p. 1084. ed. 1615—18, tom, iii, pp. 651, 2. ed, 1638, 
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Here, then, the Scripture is proposed to us as our rule, 
even in a more extended sense than that for which we are 
now contending. 

In these passages, also, we must observe, that he places 
it before us as a perfect rule in respect of extent, that is, 
as embracing not only all the necessary, but all the doc- 
trines of the Christian faith ; as he does also in the follow- 
ing passage. 

Speaking of a doctrine advanced by Eunomius, he 
says,—* If, indeed, these are the doctrines of any of the 
heathen philosophers, let not the gospels, or the rest of 
the revelations of the inspired Scripture, be at all troubled 
about the matter; for what communion is there between 
the Christian doctrine and the wisdom that has become 
folly? [1 Cor. i. 22.] But if they depend upon the 
Scriptures, [as he manifestly thinks they ought to do, to 
the exclusion of all other authorities,] let him give an 
instance of such language from the holy writers, and we 
will be silent.” 4 

There is, however, one passage in his writings, (I am 
not at present aware of more than one,) which requires a 
remark; but which, especially when taken in connexion 
with the passages we have just quoted, as of course it 
must in fairness be taken, admits of an easy and satisfac- 
tory explanation. 

The passage occurs in one of his Orations against 
Eunomius, and is as follows ;—‘‘ Let no one murmur 
against me, and say that that also which is confessed by 
us needs to be certified by a demonstration. For it is suf- 
ficient as a proof of our doctrine, that we have the tradi- 
tion that has come to us from our fathers transmitted as 
a sort of inheritance by succession from the Apostles 
through the succeeding saints. But they who have 


1 E wey ovy ti tw ekw codwy TavTu Soret, mndey evoxXAciTOw Ta evaryyeAta, 
pnd_ i) Aon TNS OcomvevaTou ypapns SidacKaria, Tis yap Kowwvia Tw Xpioriavw 
Aoyw mpos THY mopavOccay copiay; et Se Tos ypaios emepedera, SekaTeo 
ToLaUTNY EK TWY GyLwY pony, Kor Hues ciwrncouev. Ip. Contr. Kunom. 
Orat, 9, tom. ii. p. 254, ed, 1615—18. Orat. 10. tom, ii, p, 682. ed. 1638. 
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changed the doctrines [of the gospel] to this new faith, 
would indeed need much aid from argumentative reason- 
ings, if they should be anxious to bring over to their 
opinion not merely those who are easily excited and 
fickle-minded, but also those of a steady mind and fixed 
views. But while their doctrine is brought forward 
destitute of foundation and proof, who would be so foolish 
and brutish, as to make the doctrine of the Evangelists 
and Apostles, and those who successively shone in the 
Churches, of less weight than his idle prattle, which is 
destitute of ALL evidence in its favour ?” 1 

Now to understand this passage, we must observe that 
his opponents had been resting their doctrines upon 
human reasonings and logical arguments, and are charged 
by Gregory with having taken as the foundation of their 
statements positions the truth of which they had not even 
thus demonstrated.? Replying, then, by anticipation, to a 
similar charge against himself, he says, in the words we 
have quoted above, Let no one say that what I have ad- 
vanced needs such a demonstration, because my doctrine 
is that of the Evangelists and Apostles, and therefore 
needs no such demonstration, as being founded upon the 
statements of persons inspired. And while he states, as 
a fact which he believed, that the doctrine he held had 
been transmitted through his ancestors from the Apostles, 


1 Kar wor pnders bmoxpoverw kat To Tap tuwy SiomoAoyoumevoy Sia KaTackeuns 
KupwOnvar apker yap ets arrodetkiy Tov Hjmerepov Aoyou To EXELY maTpobey NKovTUY 
Mpos huas Thv Tapadocw, o1over Tu KAnpoy BV aKkoAovbias ek TwY aTooTOAwY B10, 
Tw epelns ayiwy Topameupbevta’ of Se mpos THY KaWOTNTA TavTNV meTaTWEVTES TA 
doypara, TOAANS ay SeowTo THS EK TWY AoYITMOY TUUMAXLAS’ EL MEAOLEY |N TOUS 
KoviopT@dels TwY uvOpwmwr Kot EbpimioTous, AAG Kat TOUS cUBpiOELs Te Kat BeBy- 
KoTUs TaLs SLavolats mpooayerbar’ Ews F av akuTackevos avTos Kat avamodeTos 6 
Aoyos mpohepoit’ ay, Tis ovTwS NALOLOS KaL KTNVwWdNS OS TwY EvarYEALOTWY TE KUL 
aTooTOAwY Kul Twy Kubetns Ev Tals ekKKAnoLOULS diarampaytwy acleveotepay Thy 
didackurtay THs avamodeeTov pAvapias Toincacbu. Ip. ib. orat. 2. pp. 126, 
7. ed. 1615—18. orat. 3. pp. 554, 5. ed. 1638. I have taken the liberty in the 
jast sentence of slightly altering the Editor’s punctuation, which was most 
unaccountable as well as his version. 


* ‘Ovtos aro Tay appiocBaToumevav apxerat, KoL, @S amodedevymevey, apxXnY Tw 
epetns d1dw0t Aoyw. Ib. ib. p. 126. 
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(and which we call not in question,) the only point on 
which he was insisting was, in reply to the objection that 
his doctrine needed logical demonstration, that being 
“ the doctrine of the Evangelists and Apostles,” it needed 
no such proof of its truth. But if it had further been 
questioned whether his doctrine really was “ the doctrine 
of the Evangelists and Apostles,’ the passages we have 
quoted from him above clearly show to what he would 
have appealed as the Judge, namely, the testimony of 
Scripture. And his use of the words, “ the Evangelists 
and Apostles,” the usual phrase with the Fathers for the 
New Testament, strongly confirms this view. 


Ersram Syrus (fl. a, 370.) 


> 


“ The end and aim of piety,’ says Ephrem Syrus, “ is 
clearly set before us; it consists, namely, in our believing 
agreeably to the sacred declarations of the Gospels, and the 
rest of the Holy Scriptures, giving ourselves up also 
to every good work, and to the cultivation of every 
virtue.” } 

And again, he sums up the Christian’s faith in a belief 
in “those things that are written in the divine Scrip- 
tures. 


Ambrose (fl. a. 374.) 


We come next to Ambrose, whose testimony is as 
- follows. : 

« Trust to no one,” he says, “ to guide you, but where 
the light of that lamp [i. e. Scripture] goes before, For 
where you think it shines, there is a whirlpool; it seems 
to shine, but it defiles; and where you think that it is 
firm or dry, there it is slippery. And, moreover, if you 


: SKoros TNS evoeBeias TPOKELMEVOS ELS TO TLOTEVELY KATE Tas tepas TOV EVAY- 
Vedi Ko TOY oLTWY GyLwY Ypapwy emaryyedtas, emidOovTas EavToUs Els Tay 
epyov ayadoy Kat es macav aperns emirndevow. Epuram. Syn. Instit. ad 
Monach. Op. ed. Rom. 1732 &s. tom, iii. p. 325. 

2 Su de morteve, ayamyre, Tos yeypaupevors ev Tous Devos ypapas. Ip. In 
illud, Attende tibi ipsi. cap. 4, Ib, tom. i, p, 234. 


410 THE DOCTRINE OF THE FATHERS 


have a lamp, the way is long. Therefore let faith be the 
guide of your journey ; let the divine Scripture be your 
path. Excellent is the guidance of the heavenly word. 
From this lamp light your lamp; that the eye of your 
mind, which is the lamp of your body, may give light.”} 

Again, he says,—“I read that he is first, I read that 
he is not second ; let those who say that he is second, show 
where they read it.”? 

Again; “I would not, O sacred Emperor, that you 
should trust to argument, and any reasoning of mine; 
let us inquire of the Scriptures; let us interrogate the 
Apostles; let us interrogate the Prophets; let us inter- 
rogate Christ.’ 

So far from making his interpretation of Scripture part 
of the rule of faith, as derived from “tradition,” or on 
any other ground, he entreats the emperor not to trust to 
his explanation of the matter, but to go to Scripture as 
that upon which alone his faith should be founded, and 
make Scripture the judge of the controversy. 

And to the same effect he speaks in other places of the 
same work.* As also elsewhere. “I would not that my 
statement should be trusted, let the Scripture be recited.’”® 

Other passages might be quoted confirmatory of the 
same view.° 


1 Nulli credas tuum, nisi preeunte lucerne istius luce, processum. Nam 
ubi putas quod luceat, gurges est: videtur lucere sed polluit; et ubi putas so- 
lidum esse vel siccum, ibi lubricum est. Sed et si lucerna tibi, iter longius sit. 
Sit ergo fides tibi itineris tui preevia, sit tibi iter Scriptura divina. Bonus est 
celestis ductus eloquii, Ex hac lucerna accende et tu lucernam; ut luceat 
interior oculus tuus, qui Iucerna est tui corporis. Amspros. In Psalm. 118. 
Serm. 14. § 1]. Op. tom, i. col. 1143, ed. Bened. Paris. 1686. 

. ® Lego quia primus est, lego quia non est secundus. Ii qui secundum 
aiunt, doceant lectione. Ip. De instit. virg. c. 11.1. 265. 

3 Sed nolo argumento credas, sancte Imperator, et nostre disputationi : 
Scripturas interrogemus, interrogemus apostolos, interrogemus prophetas, in- 
terrogemus Christum. Ip. De fide lib, 1. c. 6. ii, 451. 

4 See ib. c. 16. ii, 464. 

5 Nolo nobis credatur, Scriptura recitetur. Ip. De incarn. Dominic. Sa- 
cram, ¢. 3. ii. 706. 

® See in Psalm. 118. Serm. 8. § 59, i. 1078. et Expos. Evang. sec. Luc. 
lib. 8, § 19.1, 1474. 
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And, as it respects more particularly the exclusiveness 
and completeness of Scripture as our only divine revela- 
tion, he says, “ How can we use those things which we 
do not find in the Holy Scriptures ?” ? 

Again, more pointedly, commenting on Matth. xxi. 12 
(or Luke xix. 45) he says, “The Lord’s money is the 
divine Scripture ; for when about to depart, he distributed 
pence to his servants, and divided talents; and for the 
cure of the wounded man, left two pieces of money to the 
keeper of the inn; for, by the two Testaments, our wounds 
are cured.”* 

Similar passages might easily be added.’ 

And here we may notice also that, as it respects the 
full delivery of the Nicene doctrine of the consubstan- 
tiality of the Son with the Father, the author of the Trea- 
tise, “ On the orthodox faith against the Arians,” attri- 
buted to Ambrose, and admitted by the Benedictines to 
be an antient and beautiful treatise, and referred to by 
Augustine, observes,—* Since, therefore, you may recog- 
nize this unity of substance in the Father and Son, not 
only by Prophetic but by Evangelical authority [passages 
from the prophets and the Gospel of John having been 
quoted in proof of it], how say you that ‘ consubstantial’ 
is not found in the divine Scriptures; as if ‘ consubstan- 
tial’ was anything else than what he says, ‘1 came forth 
from God the Father, and ‘I and the Father are one;’ 
or what the prophets clearly intimate as to the substance 
of God 24 


1 Que in Scripturis sanctis non reperimus, ea quemadmodum usurpare 
possumus? Ip. De offic. Ministr, lib. 1. c. 23. ii. 29. 

? Pecunia Domini Scriptura divina est; nam et denarios servis distribuit 
profecturus, et talenta divisit, et pro sanitate hominis vulnerati duo era sta- 
bulario dereliquit ; duobis enim Testamentis vulnera nostra curantur. In. 
Expos. Evang. sec. Luc. lib. 9. § 18. i. 1498. 

® See De Paradiso, c. 12. i. 171. et Expos, in Psalm. 118, Serm. 18. § 37. 
i, 1206. 

4 Cum ergo hance unitatem substantia in Patre et Filio non solum Prophe- 
tica sed et Evangelica auctoritate cognoscas, quomodo dicis in Scripturis di- 
vinis éuoovotoy non inyeniri, quasi aliud sit duoovoroy quam quod dicit, Ego de 
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JeRoME (fl. a. 378.) 


We pass on to the celebrated Jerome. 

“ Our care is,” says Jerome, “to speak, not what each 
may be able or willing to speak, but what the Scriptures 
direct.”? 

“When anything appears to you harsh in my work, do 
not look at my words, but at Scripture, whence my words 
are derived.”? 

“It is to be proved by us, by the testimonies of the 
Holy Scriptures, in which God speaks every day to those 
who believe.” 

“ Lest you should ecavil at all,’ he says to Helvidius, 
“and writhe yourself like aslippery snake, you must be 
bound by the chains of testimonies, lest you querulously 
murmur, and say that you are overcome rather by tortuous 
argumentations, than by the truth of Scriptures.”* And 
this remark, be it observed, is made respecting a point 
which is expressly instanced by the Tractators as one that 
depends upon “tradition,” and in which “ tradition” is a 
sufficient informant, namely, the perpetual virginity of the 
mother of our Lord. 

Again; “ Moreover, since the Lord’s flesh is meat in- 
deed, and his blood drink indeed, by consequence we have 
this only good in the present life, to feed upon his flesh 


Patre exivi, et, Ego et Pater unum sumus; vel quod prophete ex aperto sub- 
stantiam Dei intimabant ? De fide orthodoxa contr. Arian. c. 5. Inter op. 
Ampros. Tom. 2. App. Col. 351, 2. 

1 Nobis cure est, non quod unusquisque possit aut velit, sed quid Scrip- 
ture precipiant dicere. Hrmron. Ep. ad Pammach. contr. Jovin. ep. 48. 
§ 15. Op. ed. Vallars. Venet. 1766, &s. Tom. i. col, 228. 

2 Quando aliquid tibi asperum videtur in nostro opusculo, non ad mea 
verba respicias, sed ad Scripturam, unde mea tracta sunt verba. Ip. ib. § 20. 
i, 233. 

3 Quod nobis sanctarum Scripturarum testimoniis asserendum est, in quibus 
quotidie credentibus loquitur Deus. In. Ep. ad Ctesiph. ep. 133. § 13.i. 
1042. 

4 Ne in aliquo cavilleris, et te quasi lubricus anguis evolvas, testimoniorum 
stringendus es vinculis, ne querulus sibiles et dicas, te magis argumentationi- 
bus tortuosis quam Scripturarum veritate superatum, Ip, Ady. Helyid, § 14. 
ii, 221. 
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and drink his blood, not only sacramentally, but also in 
the reading of the Scriptures. For the true meat and 
drink which is taken from the word of God, is the know- 
ledge of the Scriptures.”? 

“ The error, neither of parents nor ancestors, is to be fol- 
lowed; but the authority of the Scriptures, and the go- 
vernment of Giod as our teacher.” ? 

“All the questions raised by the heretics and the 
heathen are the same, because they do not follow the au- 
thority of the Scriptures, but the sense of human reason.”° 

“ For all questions let us seek for suitable beams from 
the testimonies of the Scriptures, and cut them down, and 
build the house of wisdom within us.”* 

A still more remarkable testimony occurs in his com- 
ment on Haggai, where he thus speaks. “The other 
things, also, which they find and feign, of themselves, 
without the authority and testimonies of the Scriptures, as 
IF BY APOSTOLICAL TRADITION, the sword of God [the 
word of God in the Scriptures] strikes down.”> 

Again; “They therefore err, because they know not 
the Scriptures; and because they are ignorant of the 
Scriptures, they consequently know not the power of 
God; that is, Christ, who is the power of God, and the 
wisdom of God.’ 


1 Porro quia caro Domini verus est cibus, et sanguis ejus verus est potus, 
juxta avaywynv hoc solum habemus in presenti seculo bonum, si vescamur 
carne ejus et cruore potemur, non solum in Mysterio. sed etiam in Scrip- 
turarum lectione. Verus enim cibus et potus, qui ex verbo Dei sumitur, 
scientia Scripturarum est. Ip. In Eccles. ¢. 3. iii. 413. 

Nec parentum nec majorum error sequendus est ; sed auctoritas Scrip- 
turarum et Dei docentis imperium. Ip. In Jerem. c. 9. vv. 12—14. iv. 907. 
3 Omnes hereticorum et gentilium questiones eedem sunt, quia non Scrip- 


turarum auctoritatem sed humane rationis sensum sequuntur. Ip, In Os. c.7. 
vi. 80, 81. 


4 Ad singula problemata, congrua de testimoniis Scripturarum ligna que- 
rentes, precidamus ea, et edificemus domum sapientiz in nobis. Ip. In Age. 
C, LecviVe fish GenVinit Als 

5 Sed et alia que absque auctoritate et testimoniis Scripturarum quasi tra- 
ditione Apostolica sponte reperiunt atque confingunt, percutit gladius Dei 
[i. e. sermo Dei]. Ip. In Aggeeum ec? 1. vy. 11, 12. vi. 749. 

® Propterea errant, quia Scripturas nesciunt; et quia Scripturas ignorant, 
consequenter nesciunt virtutem Dei, hoc est, Christum qui est Dei virtus et 
Dei sapientia, Ip. In Matth, c, 22, v. 29, vii, 178. 
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And again, on the question who the Zacharias, son of 
Barachias, was, who is mentioned Matt. xxiii., he says, 
“Some think that Zacharias, the father of John, is to be 
understood; proving it from some dreams of Apocryphal 
writers, that he was put to death, because he preached 
the advent of the Saviour. But this, as it has no autho- 
rity from the Scriptures, is as easily despised as proved.” 
A passage which tends strongly to show where alone he 
considered himself able to place confidence, even for such 
points as these. 

I add areference below? to some other confirmatory 
passages. 

Moreover, he distinctly refers to Scripture, not only as 
able to be the judge of controversies, and determine them, 
but as the judge to which we ought to resort, to distin- 
guish between true and false doctrines. 

“ The arguments of the heretics,” he says, “and through 
them of the philosophers, may be answered by a few short 
sentences of the Seriptures.’’s 

“There is no argument that is so forcible, as a passage 
from the Holy Scriptures.’ 

“We may spiritually say, when they persecute us in 
one city, that is, in one book or testimony of the Scrip- 
tures, let us fly to other cities, that is, to other books.”5 
We are not to go to tradition, when the hereties try to 
wrest passages of Scripture from us, but to other parts of 
Scripture. 

1 Alii Zachariam patrem Joannis intelligi volunt, ex quibusdam apocry- 
phorum somniis approbantes, quod propterea occisus sit, quia Salvatoris preedi- 
carit adventum. Hoc quia de Scripturis non habet auctoritatem, eadem faci- 
litate contemnitur qua probatur. Ip. In Matth. c. 23. vy. 35, 6. vii. 190. 

2 See Pref. in Expos. Isai. iv. 1,2. In Mich. c. 7. vv. 5—7. vi. 520. In 


Naum c. 3. vy. 18, 19. vi. 585, 6. In Matth. c. 21. v. 43. vii. 171. In Tit. 
c. 1. vv. 10, 11. vii. 704. 

3 Paucis sententiolis Scripturarum possint hereticorum et per eos philo- 
sophorum argumenta convinci. Ib. Ep. ad Ctesiph. ep. 133. § 2. i. 1027. 

+ Nihil ita percutit ut exemplum de Scripturis sanctis, Ip, In Zach. ec. 10. 
vy. 15, 16. vi. 868. 

> Spiritualiter possumus dicere; quum persequuti nos fuerint in una civi- 
tate, hoc est in uno Scripturarum libro vel testimonio, nos fugiamus ad alias 
civitates, id est, ad alia volumina. In, In Matth, c, 10, vy. 23, 4. vii. 61. 
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Again, still more clearly ;—“ Blasphemy is produced, 
if... . he who is in the Church and believes in God, 
errs in doctrines which it is not lawful to be ignorant of; 
thinking differently of the Father, and Son, and Holy 
Spirit, than the truth of the matter itself requires; not 
believing in the resurrection of the dead, according to 
what the Scriptures teach .... Whence the Scriptures 
are to be read by us with all earnestness ; and we should 
meditate in the law of the Lord day and night, that as ex- 
perienced moneychangers, we may know which is good money, 
and which bad.”1 A more decisive testimony to the 
point, could hardly be penned. 

Further, his testimonies to the fulness and perfection of 
Scripture, are clear and distinct. “The doctrine of the 
Church,” he says, “which is the house of God, may be 
found in the fulness of the divine books.’ 

“As we deny not these things that are written, so we 
reject those things that are not written. That God was 
born of a virgin we believe, because we read it; that 
Mary married after the birth we believe not, because we 
read it not.” The instance, with respect to which these 
words were spoken, may show us how comprehensive is 
the sense in which they were uttered. 

Again ; “ The Church of Christ, which is in a flourish- 
ing state, and possessing Churches throughout the whole 
world, is joined together by unity of spirit, and has the 
cities of the Law, the Prophets, the Gospel, and the 


! Blasphemia .. profertur, si... . in Ecclesia constitutus et credens in 
Deum labatur in dogmatibus que ignorare non licitum est: aliter de Patre, et 
Filio, et Spiritu Sancto sentiens quam rei ipsius veritas habet : non ita credens 
in resurrectione mortuorum ut Scripture docent .... Unde omni studio 
legendz nobis Scripture sunt, et in Lege Domini meditandum die ac nocte ; 
ut probati trapezite sciamus quis nummus probus sit, quis adulter. Ip. In 
Ephes. c. 4. v. 31. vii. 637. 

2 Doctrina Ecclesie, que domus Dei est, in librorum reperiatur plenitu- 
dine divinorum. Ip, Ep. ad Paulum, ep. 30. § 6. i. 149. 

3 Ut hee que scripta sunt, non negamus, ita ea que non sunt scripta, re- 
nuimus. Natum Deum esse de Virgine credimus quia legimus ; Mariam nup- 
sisse post partum non credimus quia non legimus, Ip, Ady. Helvid. § 19, 
ii, 226, 7. 
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Apostles, has not gone out of her own borders, that is, 
from the Holy Scriptures.”? 

Again ; “ That storehouse in which are hid all the trea- 
sures of wisdom and knowledge (Col. ii.] is either God the 
Word, who seems hidden in the flesh of Christ, or the 
Holy Scriptures, in which the knowledge of the Saviour 
is laid up.’”* 

And lastly, he tells us that the whole doctrine, by which 
we become acquainted with God, and are not left ignorant 
why we are created, is contained in the divine books,’ and 
that God hath made known to us all the mysteries of re- 
ligion by his Scriptures.* 

How all these testimonies can be explained away, I do 
not understand. 

And as to any notion of even the existence of catholic 
consent, we have already shown that he entertained no 
such idea. And to the passages there mentioned, we 
may add, that when speaking elsewhere of Origen, he 
says,—‘ Others also, as well Greeks as Latins, have erred 
in the faith ... Tread him [Origen] as others ; because 
he has erred like others ;”® and hence he says, in another 
place, with reference to the daughter of the person he was 
addressing, after having mentioned Cyprian, Athanasius, 


' Eeclesiam [Ecclesia] autem Christi, que habitat bene, et in toto orbe eccle- 
sias possidet, [possidens, Hrasm.] spiritus unitate conjuncta est, et habet urbes 
Legis, Prophetarum, Evangélii et Apostolorum, non est egressa de finibus 
suis, id est, de Scripturis sanctis. Ip.in Mich. ¢. 1. vv. 10 &s. vi. 444, 5. 

2 Thesaurusiste in quo sunt omnes thesauri sapientio et scientie absconditi 
[Col. 2.] aut Deus Verbum est qui in carne Christi videtur absconditus, aut 
sancte Scripture, in quibus reposita est notitia Salvatoris. Ip. In Matth. 
ce. 13. v. 44, vil. 97. 

3 Quum ... ratio omnis et sermo divinis libris contineatur per quos et 
Deum discimus, et quare creati sumus, non ignoramus; miror quosdam ex- 
titisse, &c. Ip. Pref. in Comm. in Ephes. vii. 537, 8. 

4 Per Scripturas suas nobis nota fecerit universa mysteria. Ip. In Ephes. 
c. 1, v. 9. vil. 555, 

5 See pp. 267, 8, above. 

6 Erraverunt in fide alii tam Greci quam Latini... Sic legam ut 
ceeteros, quia sic erravit ut ceteri. Ip. Ep. ad Pammach. et Ocean. ep. 84. 
§ 8,1. 530. 
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and Hilary, “The rest let her so read as rather to judge, 
than to follow them.’? 


THEOPHILUS OF ALEXANDRIA (fl. a. 385.) 


Let us proceed to another able and excellent witness, 
Theophilus of Alexandria. 

He tells us that “it would be the instigation of a de- 
moniacal spirit to follow the conceits of the human mind, 
and to think anything divine, beyond what has the authority 
of the Scriptures ;’* which entirely disposes of the claims 
set up for ecclesiastical tradition as a divine informant. 

As to the claims of Scripture, as the sole authoritative 
rule of faith, he speaks thus ;— 

“Tt is another thing if they can show, from the Scrip- 
tures, that God the Word had this soul before he was 
born of Mary; and that it was called his soul, before his 
assumption of flesh. But if they are compelled, both by 
the authority of the Scriptures, and by reason itself, to be- 
lieve that Christ had not a soul before he was born of 
Mary, (for, in the assumption of human nature, his soul 
also was assumed) they are evidently convicted of saying 
that the same soul was his, and not his. But let them 
cease, in their madness, from the impiety of these new 
doctrines. We, following the rule of the Scriptures, will 
' proclaim, with the whole energy of our hearts, that 
neither his flesh nor soul existed before he was born of 
Mary.’ : 


1 Ceteros sic legat, ut magis judicet quam sequatur. Ip. Ep. ad Letam. 
ep. 107. § 12. i. 688. See also similar observations in his Ep. ad Tranquil- 
linum, ep. 62. § 2. i. 352. et Comment. in Agg. c. i. vi. 750. 

? Demoniaci. spiritus esset instinctus, sophismata humanarum mentium 
sequi, et aliquid extra Scripturarum auctoritatem putare divinum. THeorHiL. 
Axx. Epist. Paschal. i. § 6. in Biblioth. Vet. Patrum, ed. Galland. tom. 7. 
p. 617. 

° Aliud est, si possunt de Scripturis docere, antequam nasceretur ex Maria, 
habuisse hance animam Deum Verbum, et ante carnis adsumtionem animam 
illius nuneupatam. Quod si et auctoritate Scripturarum et ipsa suscipere ra- 
tione coguntur, Christum non habuisse animam antequam de Maria nascere- 
tur (in adsumtione enim hominis et anima ejus adsumta est) perspicue con- 
yineuntur eamdem animam et illius et non illius fuisse dicere. Sed cessent 
illi a novorum dogmatum impietate furibundi. Nos Scripturarum normam 
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“ Wherefore, if they wish to celebrate with the Church 
the feast of Easter, let those who prefer the dreams of 
Origen, to the authority of the Scriptures, hear God say- 
ing, &c.”* 

“ As the most impious of the heathen prefer error and 
custom to truth, making idols after the likeness of men 
.... 80 Origen, through the easiness and impiety of be- 
lievers, hath let fall in his works [observations that are,] 
as it were, temples of idols; which we subverting by the 
authority of the Scriptures, and the zeal of faith, may use 
this similitude ; for, as masons wishing to build a house 
four-square, measure out walls in all respects equal, and 
shaping them by line and rule, build what they intended ; 
and join the four equal sides by a square at the angles at 
the top and bottom, preserving the same proportion 
throughout, so that beauty of work may be united with 
diversity of materials, and the angular lines may be se- 
cured by the art with which the building is constructed ; 
so the teachers of the Church, having the testimony of 
the Scriptures, make the foundations of doctrine immove- 
able, and remain fearless; presenting their works to 
Christ, and saying, ‘Strengthen me in thy words.’ [Ps. 
exxvill. 28.]”2 ; 


sequentes, tota cordis audacia predicemus, quod nec caro illius nec anima 
fuerint priusquam de Maria nasceretur. Ip. in Epist. Paschal, 2a. § 8. ead. 
ed. p. 626. 

* Quapropter si volunt cum Ecclesia Dominicum Pascha celebrare, qui 
auctoritati Scripturarum Origenis preeferunt deliramenta, audiant inclamantem 
Deum, &c. Id. in Epist. Paschal. 2a. § 19. p. 630. 

 Sicut ethnicorum impiissimi errorem et consuetudinem preferunt veri- 
tati, fabricantes in hominum similitudinem idola . . . ita Origenes facilitate 
et impietate credentium, quasi delubra idolorum, tractatuum suorum moni- 
mentis demisit, que nos auctoritate Scripturarum et zelo [? telo] fidei subver- 
tentes, utamur illa similitudine: ut enim cementarii quadram volentes edifi- 
care domum, zquales ex omni parte parietes metiuntur, eosque norma et per- 
pendiculo dirigentes quod animo depinxerint opere exstruunt; et ejusdem 
mensure per quadrum latera quatuor jungunt angulis sursum ac deorsum, 
ceptam zqualitatem paullatimque incrementa servantes, ut materie diversi- 
tatem jungat operis pulcritudo, et angulares lineas artifex structura custodiat ; 
sic ecclesie preceptores habentes testimonia Scripturarum firma doctrine 
faciunt fundamenta, et intrepidi permanent, offerentes opera sua Christo, 
atque dicentes, ‘Confirma me in verbis tuis.” [Ps. 128.28.] Id. in Epist. 
Paschal. 8a, § 13. p. 637. 


£ 
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Again ;—“ As the helmsmen of great ships, when they 
see an immense wave coming from the deep, as hunters 
with a fierce wild beast, meet the foaming billows, and bear 
up against them, by opposing to them the prow, turning 
the rudders in the opposite direction ...... . so they 
who have a regard for their own safety, imitate this ex- 
ample, and using the revelation of the divine words as a 
rudder, meet the tempest and the waves of heretics, the law 
of God serving them in the place of skill; that those who 
had fallen may be raised, those who stand may stand firm, 
and all together may be preserved by the aid of its doc- 
trine. For WHAT THE RUDDER IS TO THE HELMSMAN, THAT 
THE LAW OF GoD Is TO THE SOUL.” 


Rurinus (fl. a. 390.) 


Rufinus, after enumerating the canonical books of the 
Old and New Testament, adds these words, “ These are 
the books which the Fathers have included within the 
canon ; and out of these they intended that the articles of our 
faith should be framed.”? 

And a little further on he tells us, that in these alone is 
to be found the word of God, knowing nothing of tradition 
as another divine informant. “It appeared fit,” he says, 
“to point out in this place these things which have been 
delivered to us by our Fathers, for the instruction of those 
who are receiving the first principles of the Church and 


1 Sicut enim gubernatores magnarum nayium, cum viderint immensum 
ex alto venire gurgitem, quasi venatores ferocissimam bestiam, spumantes 
fluctus suscipiunt, eosque prore objectione sustentant, flectentes in diversum 
gubernacula .... . qui sui curam gerunt imitantur exempli similitudinem, 
et divinorum dispensatione verborum quasi gubernaculo utentes, occurrunt 
hereticorum tempestati et fluctibus, legem Dei pro arte retinentes, ut qui 
corruerant, suscitentur; qui stant, firmo perseverent gradu, et omnes in com- 
mune doctrine opitulatione serventur. Quod enim gubernatori clavus, hoc 
animo est lex Dei. Id. in Epist. Paschal. 3a, § 14. pp. 637, 8. 

Hee sunt [i. e. volumina] que Patres intra Canonem concluserunt, ex 
quibus fidei nostre assertiones constare voluerunt. Rurint Expos. Symb. 
Art. ult, (Hd. ad cale, Cypriani, Col. 1617. p. 319.) 
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faith, that they may know what are the sources out of 
which they may draw for themselves the word of God.”! 


AvuaustTINE (fl. a. 396.) 


The next Father to whom we would direct the reader’s 
attention, is the celebrated Augustine, whose testimony 
as it respects points of faith, is without exception wholly 
with us. 

“ Against ensnaring errors,” he says, “ God was pleased 
to lay down a firm support in the Scriptures; against 
which no one dares to speak, who at all desires to appear 
a Christian.’”? 

“Let our writings be put out of sight; let the book of 
God be brought forward; hear Christ’s words, héar the 
truth speaking,” referring to Luke xxiv. 47.5 

“ As the night extinguishes not the stars in heaven, so 
iniquity overcomes not the minds of the faithful, while 
cleaving to the firm foundation of God’s Scripture.”4 

“ Since, therefore, in every question that concerns life 
and manners, not doctrine only, but exhortation also is 
necessary, that by doctrine we may know what is to be 
done, and by exhortation we may be roused to action, lest 
we should be slow to do what we know ought to be done, 
what can I teach you more than that which we read in 
the Apostle. For the holy Scripture fixes the rule of our 
doctrine, that we should not presume to be wise beyond 
what we ought to be; but, as he says, let us be wise so- 


1 Hac nobis a Patribus tradita opportunum visum est hoc in loco designare 
ad instructionem eorum qui prima sibi Ecclesie ac fidei elementa suscipiunt, 
ut sciant, ex quibus sibi fontibus verbi Dei haurienda sint pocula. Ib. p. 320. 

® Contra insidiosos errores Deus voluit ponere firmamentum in Scripturis, 
contra quas nullus audet loqui, qui quoquo modo se vult videri Christianum. 
Aveusr. In Ep. Johann. tract. 2. § 1. tom. iii. Part. 2. col. 836. ed. Bened. 
Par. 1679, et seq. 

5 Auferantur de medio charte nostre, procedat in medium codex Dei: audi 
Christum dicentem, audi veritatem loquentem [Luc. 24. 47]. Ip. Enarr. in 
Ps. 57. v. 4. § 6. iv. 545, : ‘ 

4 Sicut stellas in clo non extinguit nox, sic mentes fidelium inherentes fir- 
mamento Scripture Dei non vincit iniquitas. Ip. Enarr. in Ps. 94. § 29. iy. 
1021. 
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berly, as God hath given to each the measure of faith. 
Therefore I desire not otherwise to teach you, than to 
expound to you the words of the teacher ; and from them 
to discuss what the Lord has given.”! 

“The Lord having spoken, first by the prophets, then 
by himself, afterwards by the Apostles, as much as he 
judged to be sufficient, formed also the Scripture, which 
is called canonical, to be of pre-eminent authority, in 
which we place our faith, as it respects those things which 
it is not expedient for us to be ignorant of, and which we 
are not sufficient of ourselves to obtain the knowledge 
Of. 2 

“The city of God believes also the holy Scriptures of 
the Old and New Testament, which we call canonical ; 
whence that faith itself takes its rise, by which the just 
lives ; and by which we walk without hesitation, as long 
as we are absent from the Lord; and which being pre- 
served safe and secure, we may, without just blame, doubt 
concerning some things which we have not perceived by 
sense or reason, and which have not been clearly mani- 
fested to us by the canonical Scripture, nor come under 
our knowledge by witnesses whom we cannot, without 
absurdity, disbelieve.”° 


1 Cum igitur in omni questione que ad vitam moresque pertinet non sola 
doctrina verum etiam exhortatio sit necessaria, ut doctrina quid agendum sit 
noverimus, exhortatione autem excitemur, ne pigeat agere quod agendum esse 
jam novimus, quid ego amplius te doceam quam id quod apud Apostolum 
legimus? Sancta enim Scriptura nostre doctrine regulam figit, ne audeamus 
sapere plus quam oportet sapere ; sed sapiamus, ut ipse ait, [Rom. xii. 3.] ad 
temperantiam, sicut unicuique Deus partitus est mensuram fidei. Non sit 
ergo mihi aliud te docere, nisi verba tibi doctoris exponere, et de iis quod 
Dominus dederit disputare. Ip. De bono viduit. c. 1. vi. 369, 370. 

2 Hic prius per prophetas, deinde per seipsum, postea per Apostolos, quan- 
tum satis esse judicavit, locutus, etiam Scripturam condidit, que canonica 
nominatur, eminentissime auctoritatis, cui fidem habemus de his rebus quas 
ignorare non expedit, nec per nosmetipsos nosse idonei sumus. Ip. De ciy. 
Dei, lib. 11. ¢. 3. vii. 273. 

3 Credit etiam [i. e. Civitas Dei] Scripturis sanctis et veteribus et novis, 
quas canonicas appellamus, unde fides ipsa concepta est, ex qua justus vivit ; 

sper quam sine dubitatione ambulamus, quamdiu peregrinamur a Domino ; 
qua salya atque certa, de quibusdam rebus, quas neque sensu neque ratione 
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“ Being about to speak of the day of God’s last judg- 
ment... we ought first to place; as the foundation of 
the edifice, the divine testimonies.”? 

Again, in his controversy with Maximinus the aeaa 
he says,—“ But now neither ought I to produce the 
Council of Nice, nor you that of Ariminum, as if we could 
thus determine the question beforehand. Neither am I 
held by the authority of the one, nor you by the authority 
of the other. Let the points, and causes, and reasons on 
both sides contend against each other, with authorities of 
the Scriptures, witnesses not belonging exclusively to 
either of us, but common to both.”? “ By which words,” 
as the Tractators’ own witness, Bishop Taylor, remarks, 
“if St. Austin’s affirmative can prevail, it is certain that 
nothing ought to be pretended for argument but Scrip- 
ture, in matters of religion. For if a general Council, 
which is the best witness of tradition, the best expounder 
of Scripture, the best determiner of a question, is not a 
competent measure of determination, then certainly 
nothing else can pretend to it, nothing but Scripture. 
And if it be replied, that this is only affirmed by him, in 
case that two Councils are, or seem contrary, 1 answer 
that if Councils can be, or seem contrary, so that wise 
and good men cannot competently insist upon their testi- 
mony, it is certain a man may be deceived, or cannot 
justly be determined, by any topic but the words and 
consequences of Scripture ; and if this be the only pro- 
bation, then it is sufficient, that iscertain. . . That which 
I intend to persuade by these testimonies is, that the 
percepimus, neque nobis per Scripturam canonicam claruerunt, nec per testes 
quibus non credere absurdum est, in nostram notitiam pervenerunt, sine justa 
reprehensione dubitamus. Ip. De civ. Dei, lib. 19. c. 18. vii. 562. 

1 De die ultimi judicii Dei locuturi . . . tamquam in edificii fundamento 


prius ponere testimonia divina debemus. Ip. De civ. Dei, lib. 20. c. 1. vii, 
573. 


? Sed nune nec ego Nicenum, nec tu debes Ariminense, tamquam preju- 
dicaturus, proferre concilium. Nec ego hujus auctoritate, nec tu illius deti- 
neris: Scripturarum auctoritatibus, non quorumque propriis, sed utrisque 
communibus testibus, res cum re, caussa cum caussa, ratio cum ratione concer- 
tet. Ib, Contr. Maximin. Arian. lib, 2, c. 14, viii, 704, 
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Fathers of the primitive Church did, in all their myste- 
rious inquiries of religion, in all matters of faith and man- 
ners, admit no argument, but what was derived from 
Scripture.”! 

Again; “ Let us not produce deceitful balances where 
we may weigh out what we like, and how we like, saying, 
as we please, This is heavy, this is light; but let us pro- 
duce the divine balance from the Holy Scriptures, as from 
the Lord’s treasures ; and in it let us weigh out and prove 
what may be heavy, or rather let us not ourselves weigh 
it out, but acknowledge what has been weighed out by 
the Lord.” 

So to the Donatists he says,—“ Read this to us from 
the Law, from the Prophets, from the Psalms, from the 
Gospel itself, from the Apostolical writings; read it, and 
we believe.’—*“ Let them read this to us from the Holy 
Scriptures, and we believe.’-—The Holy Scriptures are 
“the proofs, the foundations, the supports of our cause.”° 

And “according to these [i. e. the books of the Pro- 
phets and Apostles],” he says, “we may freely judge of 
other writings, either of the faithful, or of unbelievers .. . 
That which agrees with the authority of the divine Scrip- 
tures in the writings of Cyprian, I accept to his praise ; 
that which does not so agree, I reject without any offence 
to him.”4 


! Rule of Conse. ii. 3, 14. Works, xiii. 101, 2. 

2 Non afteramus stateras dolosas, ubi appendamus quod yolumus, et quo- 
- modo volumus, pro arbitrio nostro dicentes, Hoc grave, hoc leve est : sed affe- 
ramus divinam stateram de Scripturis sanctis tamquam de thesauris Dominicis, 
et in illa quid sit gravius appendamus, immo non appendamus, sed a Domino 
appensa recognoscamus. Ip. De bapt. contr. Donat, lib. 2. ¢. 6. ix. 101. 

° Legite nobis hoc de Lege, de Prophetis, de Psalmis, de ipso Evangelio, 
de Apostolicis litteris ; legite et credimus. In. Ep. ad Cathol. vulyo De 
unit. Eccles. c. 6. ix. 345. Hoc nobis legant de Scripturis sanctis et credimus. 
Ib. ¢. 17. col. 368. Hee sunt causse nostre documenta, hee fundamenta, hee 


firmamenta. Ib. c. 19. col. 373. .s 
4 Secundum quos [i.e. Prophetarum et Apostolorum libros] de ceteris 
litteris vel fidelium vel infidelium libere judicemus......-- Quod in 


eis [i. e. litteris Cypriani] divinarum Scripturarum auctoritati congruit, cum 
laude ejus accipio, quod autem non congruit, cum pace ejus respuo. Iv, 
contr. Cresc, Donat. lib. 2. cc. 31, 32. ix. 430. 


* 
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“ Where we are disputing on a very obscure point, in 
which we have not certain and clear proofs from the Divine 
Scriptures to aid us, human presumption ought to restrain 
itself, doing nothing by leaning to one side.”* 

“ Although I should not be able to refute their argu- 
ments, I see, nevertheless, that I must cleave close to 
those things that are most manifest in the Scriptures, that 
from these the obscure may be cleared.” # 

And he says that he considered himself perfectly free 
to judge for himself in the writings of any men what- 
soever of the Catholics themselves, inasmuch as he owed 
unreserved consent only to the canonical Scriptures.° 

Further; Scripture is a complete and perfect rule, ac- 
cording to Augustine. , 

“ Whatever Christ wished us to read of his deeds and 
words, this he directed his Apostles to write, as it were, 
with his own hands.”4 

“The Lord Jesus having done many things, they are 
not all written, as the same St. John the Evangelist tes- 
tifies, that the Lord Christ said and did many things that 
are not written; but those were chosen for writing, which 


appeared to be sufficient for the salvation of those who 
should believe.’ 


’ Ubi de re obscurissima disputatur, non adjuvantibus divinarum Scriptu- 
rarum certis clarisque documentis, cohibere se debet humana preesumtio, nihil 
faciens in partem alteram declinando. In. De peccat. merit. et remiss. c. 36. 
x. 70. See also lib. 3. ¢. 10. ib. col. 80. 

? Ego etsi refellere istorum argumenta non valeam, video tamen inheren- 
dum esse iis que in Scripturis sunt apertissima, ut ex his revelentur obscura. 
Ip. De peccat. merit. et remiss. lib. 3. c. 4. x. 74. 

3 Maxime quoniam me in hujusmodi quorumlibet hominum [i. e. catholi- 
corum tractatorum] scriptis liberum, quia solis canonicis debeo sine ulla re- 
cusatione consensum, nihil movet quod de illius scriptis, cujus nomen non ibi 
inveni, ille posuit. Ip. De nat. et grat. contra Pelag. c. 61. x. 158. 

_ * Quidquid ille [Christus] de suis factis et dictis nos legere voluit, hoc scri- 
bendum illis | Apostolis] tamquam suis manibus imperavit. Ip. De consens- 
“SEvangel. lib. i. c. 35. iii. Part. 2. col. 26. 

> Cum multa fecisset Dominus Jesus, non omnia scripta sunt, sicut idem 
ipse sanctus Johannes Evangelista testatur, multa Dominum Christum et 
dixisse et fecisse que scripta nof sunt; electa sunt autem que scriberentur 
que saluti credentium sufficere videbantur. Ip. In Johann. Evang. ¢, 11. 
Tract, 49. § 1. iii, Part. 2. col. 619. 
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“He hath appointed the authors of the Divine Serip- 
tures to be the mountains of Israel. There feed, that you 
may feed with safety. Whatever ye shall hear from thence, 
let it be acceptable to you ; whatever is not in them, reject.” 

“In the divine Scripture is contained the Christian 
erudition, 2 

Nay more; “ Jn those things that are laid down plainly 
in Scripture, are found all those things that contain faith 
and manners of life ;?*? where Bellarmine admits that his 
words apply to those things that are simply necessary to 
all, naming the Creed and the Commandments, hoping 
thereby to leave room for his “ traditions;’4 but there is 
no such limitation in the words of Augustine ; and if there 
were, they would include several points, for which both 
Romanists and Tractators send us to “tradition ;” as, for 
instance, the consubstantiality of the Son with the Father ; 
a doctrine, indeed, which, as we have already seen, * Au- 
gustine considers but equivalent to what is expressed in 
so many words in Scripture. 

Once more, he says,—“ Either with respect to Christ or 
his Church, or anything else whatever that pertains to 
your faith or life, I will not say, ‘ We, because we are by 
no means to be compared to him who said, ‘ Although 
we; but certainly I will say what he has followed it up 
with ; If an angel from heaven shall have preached to you 
anything beyond what ye have received in the Scriptures of 
the Law and the Gospel, let him be anathema.”° 


1 Constituit montes Israel auctores Scripturarum divinarum. Ibi pascite, 
ut secure pascatis. Quidquid inde audieritis, hoc vobis bene sapiat ; quidquid 
extra est, respuite. Serm. De Pastor. serm. 46, c. 11. v. 238. 

2 Scriptura divina, qua Christiana eruditio continetur. Ip. De ciy. Dei, 
hb.,95c. 5. yi. 222. 

3 In iis que aperte in Scripturis posita sunt, inveniuntur illa omnia que 
continent fidem moresque vivendi. Ip, De doctr. Christian. lib. 2. ¢. 9. iii. 
Part. 1. col. 24. * 

4 De verb. Dei, lib. 4. c. 11. 

5 In Joh. Evang. c. 16. Tract. 97. § 4. iii. Part. 2. col. 738. Seep. 9 
above. 

6 Proinde sive de Christo, sive de ejus Ecclesia, sive de quacumque alia re 
que pertinet ad fidem vitamque yestram, non dicam nos, nequaquam compa- 
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To this passage, the only reply that Bellarmine can 
make is, that the word preter, beyond or besides, here means 
contra, against; “a novelty,’ as Bishop Taylor says, 
“taken up without reason, but not without great need ;” 
adding, “ That St. Austin did not mean only to reprove 
them that introduced into faith and manners such things 
which were against Scripture, but such which were be- 
sides it, and whatsoever was not in it, is plain by an es- 
tablished doctrine of his, affirming that ‘all things which 
appertain to life and doctrine, are found in those things 
which are plainly set down in the Scriptures.’ ””! 

We conclude, therefore, in the words of the same 
learned Prelate, that, “By St. Austin’s doctrine the 
Scripture hath enough for every one, and in all cases of 
necessary religion; and much more than what is neces- 
sary ; nay, there is nothing besides it that can come into our 
rule.”? 

Moreover, the Holy Scripture is continually referred 
to by Augustine, as the Supreme Judge of controver- 
sles. 

This is sufficiently apparent, from the passages already 
adduced ; especially that from his book against Maxi- 
minus the Arian, where he puts aside even the Council of 
Nice, and constitutes Scripture the sole judge of the con- 
troversy. But there are many other similar testimonies 
in his writings. 

Thus, in the controversy with the Pelagians as to the 
guilt of infants, he says,—“ That controversy requires a 
judge. Therefore let Christ judge,’ proceeding to quote 


randi ei qui dixit, Licet si nos, sed omnino quod secutus adjecit, Si angelus de 
celo vobis annuntiaverit preter quam quod in Scripturis legalibus et evan- 
gelicis accepistis, anathema sit. Ip. Contr. litt. Petil. lib. 3. ¢. 6. ix. 301. 
See also Epist. ad Madaur. ep. 232. § 3. ii. 843. Omnia que preteritis tem- 
poribus, &c. A similar passage occurs in the Serm. 38, ad fratr. in Erem, vi. 
App. col. 345. Legite sanct. Script. &c.; but this discourse is by many 
reckoned spurious. 

" Dissuas, Pt, 2. Bk. 1. § 2. Works x. 410. See pp. 409—11. 

* Vhpetliis 


ON THE SUBJECT OF THIS WORK. 427 


Matt. xxvi. 28; and “with him let the Apostle judge,” 
proceeding to quote Rom. viii. 32.1 

And in the controversy with the Pelagians on grace 
and free-will, he says, “ Let the Apostle John sit as judge 
between us.’”2 

And in his controversy with the Donatists, he inva- 
riably appeals to Scripture as the sole Judge fit to decide 
which was the true Church. 

“One who is weak inquires for the.Church; one who 
is in error inquires for the Church. What do you say ? 
The Church is on the side of Donatus. Read this to me 
from a Prophet, read it to me from a Psalm; recite it to 
me from the Law, recite it from the Gospel, recite it from 
an Apostle ... Ido not believe your declarations; I 
would not that you should believe mine. Let human 
writings be taken away; let the divine words be heard. 
Give me one word of Scripture in favour of Donatus.” 

Again; “ Whether we are schismatics or you, neither 
should I nor you be interrogated ; but let Christ be asked, 
that he may show his own Church. Read therefore the 
Gospel, &e.’’4 ; 

Again ; “ Let us not hear, You say this, I say that; but 
let us hear, Thus saith the Lord. There are the Domi- 


1 Immo parvuli quomodo rei non sunt pro quibus Christus mortuus est ? 
Ista controversia judicem querit. Judicet ergo Christus, et cui rei mors ejus 
profecerit ipse dicat. Hic est inquit sanguis meus, &c. [Matt. 26. 28.] Judicet 
cum illo et Apostolus, &c. [Rom. viii. 32]. In. De nupt. et concup. lib. 2. 
C. 33. x. 331. 

2 Sedeat ergo inter nos judex apostolus Johannes, et dicat nobis, Carissimi, 
diligamus invicem. De grat. et lib. arb. c. 18. x. 737. 

° Querit infirmus Ecclesiam, quarit errans Ecclesiam. Tu quid dicis ? 
Partis Donati est Ecclesia. Ego vocem Pastoris inquiro. Lege hoc mihi de 
Propheta, lege mihi de Psalmo, recita mihi de Lege, recita de Eyangelio, re- 
cita de Apostolo.... Non credo tuis; noli credere meis. Auferantur 
charte humane, sonent voces divine. Ede mihi unam Scripture vocem pro 
parte Donati. Serm. de Pastor. serm. 46. c. 14, v. 242. A similar passage 
occurs in his Enarr. in Ps. 69. § 6. iv. 715. Si ergo quaris, &c. ; 

4 Utrum autem schismatici nog simus an vos, nec ego nec tu, sed Christus 
interrogetur, ut indicet Ecclesiam suam. Lege ergo Evangelium, ey Ly 
Contra litt. Petil, lib. 2. c. 8. ix. 271. 
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nical books, whose authority we both acknowledge, we 
both yield to, we both obey ; there let us seek the Church, 
there let us discuss the question between us. . . . There- 
fore let those testimonies which we mutually bring against 
each other, from any other quarter than the divine ca- 
nonical books, be put out of sight . . . I would not have 
the holy Church demonstrated by human testimonies, but 
by the divine oracles. .... We adhere to this Church ; 
against those divine declarations, we admit no human 
eavils .. Let no one say to me, What hath Donatus 
said, what hath Parmenian said, or Pontius, or any of 
them. For we must not allow even Catholic bishops, if 
at any time, perchance, they are in error, to hold any 
opinion contrary to the canonical Scriptures of God . . . 
All such matters, therefore, being put out of sight, let 
them show their Church, if they can; not in the dis- 
courses and reports of Africans, not in the councils of 
their own bishops, not in the writings of any controver- 
sialists, not in fallacious signs and miracles, for even 
against these we are rendered by the word of the Lord 
prepared and cautious, but in the ordinances of the Law, 
in the predictions of the Prophets, in the songs of the 
Psalms, in the words of the very Shepherd himself, in 
the preachings and labours of the Evangelists, that is in 
all the canonical authorities of the sacred books. Nor so 
as to collect together and rehearse those things that are 
spoken obscurely, or ambiguously, or figuratively, such 
as each can interpret as he likes, according to his own 
views. For such testimonies cannot be rightly understood 
and expounded, unless those things that are most clearly 
spoken, are first held by a firm faith... .... We 
ought to find the Church, as the Head of the Church, in 
the holy canonical Scriptures, not to inquire for it in the 
various reports, and opinions, and deeds, and words, and 
visions of men... . Whether they [i. e. the Donatists] 
hold the Church, they must show by the canonical books 
of the Divine Scriptures alone ; for we do not say that we 
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must be believed because we are in the Church of Christ, 
because Optatus of Milevi, or Ambrose of Milan, or in- 
numerable other bishops of our communion, commended 
that Church to which we belong; or because it is extolled 
by the councils of our colleagues, or because through the 
whole world, in the holy places which those of our com- 
munion frequent, such wonderful answers to prayer or 
cures happen .. Whatever things of this kind take 
place in the Catholic Church, are therefore to be ap- 
proved of, because they take place in the Catholic 
Church; but it is not proved to be the Catholic Church, 
because these things happen in it. The Lord Jesus him- 
self, when he had risen from the dead . . judged that his 
disciples were to be convinced by the testimonies of the 
Law, and the Prophets, and the Psalms ... These are 
the proofs, these the foundations, these the supports of 
our cause. We read, in the Acts of the Apostles, of some 
who believed, that they searched the Scriptures daily 
whether those things were so. What Scriptures, but the 
canonical Seriptures of the Law and the Prophets? To 
these have been added the Gospels, the Apostolical 
Epistles, the Acts of the Apostles, the Apocalypse of 
John .... But if they do not choose to understand, 
it is sufficient for us that we adhere to that Church, which 
is demonstrated by such extremely clear testimonies of 
the holy and canonical Scriptures.”! 

Augustine did not dream of supposing that, because his 
adversaries might not be convinced by the testimonies 
brought, therefore Scripture was not a very sufficient 
Judge of the controversy, or that such testimonies must 
be doubtful and obscure. Notwithstanding their opposi- . 
tion, he holds those testimonies to be abundantly clear 
and demonstrative; as he says elsewhere, “'The holy 


1 Non audiamus, Hee dicis, hac dico ; sed audiamus, Hee dicit Dominus. 
Sunt certe libri Dominici, quorum auctoritati utrique consentimus, utrique 
cedimus, utrique servimus ; ibi queramus Ecclesiam, ibi discutiamus caussam 
nostram .... Auferantur ergo illa de medio, que adversus non invicem non 
ex divinis canonicis libris sed aliunde recitamus. ... . Nolo humanis docu- 
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Scripture demonstrates the Church, without any ambi- 
guity.”2 

Lastly, That he was altogether opposed to the notion 
of the Tractators, that consent of Fathers forms part of 
the rule of faith, we have already shown; but I will here 
add some further extracts in proof of it. 

Thus, in the latter part of the Letter to Jerome, already 
quoted, he says, after alluding to the Fathers, “ But in- 
stead of all these, nay, above all these, the Apostle Paul 
himself occurs to me. To him I betake myself; to him 
I appeal from all interpreters of his writings, who think 
differently,” &e.? 

Again; “If it is established by the clear authority of 


mentis, sed divinis oraculis sanctam Ecclesiam demonstrari. (c. Si) Wor etenmere 
.. Nos hane Ecclesiam tenemus, contra istas divinas voces nullas humanas 
criminationes admittimus . . . Nemo mihi dicat, O quid dixit Donatus, O 
quid dixit Parmenianus, aut Pontius, aut quilibet illorum. Quia nec catho- 
licis Episcopis consentiendum est, sicubi forte falluntur, ut contra canonicas 
Dei scripturas aliquid sentiant. (c.1].)..... Remotis ergo omnibus 
talibus ecclesiam suam demonstrent si possunt, non in sermonibus et rumo- 
ribus Afrorum, non in conciliis episcoporum suorum, non in litteris quorum- 
libet disputatorum, non in signis et prodigiis fallacibus, quia etiam contra ista 
verbo Domini preparati et cauti redditi sumus; sed in prescripto Legis, in 
Prophetarum preedictis, in Psalmorum cantibus, in ipsius unius Pastoris vo- 
cibus, in Evangelistarum predicationibus et laboribus, hoe est, in omnibus 
canonicis sanctorum librorum auctoritatibus. Nec ita, ut ea colligant et com- 
memorent, qué obscure vel ambigue vel figurate dicta sunt, que quisque sicut 
yoluerit interpretetur secundum sensum suum, Talia enim recte intelligi 
exponique non possunt, nisi prius ea que apertissime dicta sunt firma fide tene- 
antur. (c. 18.) ..... Eeclesiam sicut ipsum Caput in Scripturis sanctis 
canonicis debemus agnoscere, non in variis hominum rumoribus et opinionibus 
et factis et dictis et visis inquirere ... Utrum ipsi Ecclesiam teneant, &c. 
(as above, p. 127.) ..... Quod si nolunt intelligere, sufficit nobis quod 
eam tenemus Ecclesiam, que manifestissimis sanctarum et canonicarum Scrip- 
turarum testimoniis demonstratur. Ip. Ep. ad Catho]. vwig. De-unit. Ec- 
cles. ce. 3, 11, 18, 19, 22. ix. col. 340—380. 

' Eeclesiam ... sine ulla ambiguitate Sancta Scriptura demonstrat. 
Contra Crescon. Donat. lib. 1. c. 33. ix. 407, 8. 

? Veruntamen ipse mihi pro his omnibus, immo supra hos omnes, Apostolus 
Paulus occurrit. Ad ipsum confugio; ad ipsum ab omnibus qui aliud sen- 
tiunt litterarum ejus tractatoribus provoco ; ipsum interrogans interpello et 
requiro in eo quod scripsit ad Galatas, vidisse se Petrum, &c. Ep. ad Hieron. 
ep. 82. c. 3. ii. 199. 
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the divine Scriptures, those I mean that are called cano- 
nical in the Church, it is to be believed without any doubt. 
But other witnesses or testimonies which are used to persuade 
you to believe anything, you may believe or not, just as you 
shall see that they have or have not any weight giving them 
a just claim to your confidence.” 

Again, after having referred to the Fathers, and quoted 
Ambrose, Jerome, and Athanasius in favour of the view 
he was advocating, against a dissentient from it, he says 
that he refers to them, in order that his opponent may 
see that the question deserved a calm and serious discus- 
sion, adding,—* For we ought not to esteem the state- 
ments of any persons, however catholic, and of whatever 
repute, as the canonical Scriptures, so that it may not be 
lawful for us, without infringing upon the honour due to 
those men, to blame and reject this or that in their 
writings, if perchance we shall have found that they have 
been of a different opinion to what truth requires; truth 
that, by divine aid, is understood by others, or by our- 
selves.”? 

Again, in his controversy with the Manichees, after 
observing in defence of his belonging to the Catholic 
Church, that the true wisdom was to be found in it, he says, 
that there were also many other inducements to him to 
remain in it, as “the consent of various people and 
nations, its authority, taking its rise from miracles, nou- 
rished by hope, increased by charity, established by anti- 


1 $i divinarum Scripturarum, earum scilicet qua canonice in Ecclesia no- 
minantur,perspicua firmatur auctoritate, sine ulla dubitatione credendum est. 
Aliis vero testibus vel testimoniis, quibus aliquid credendum esse suadetur, 
tibi credere vel non credere liceat, quantum ea momenti ad faciendum fidem 
vel habere vel non habere perpenderis. Ad Paulin. ep. 147. Proem. ii. 475. 

2 Neque enim quorumlibet disputationes, quamvis catholicorum et lauda- 
torum hominum, velut Scripturas canonicas habere debemus, ut nobis non 
liceat salva honorificentia que illis debetur hominibus aliquid in eorum scrip- 
tis improbare atque respuere, si forte invenerimus quod aliter senserint quam 
veritas habet, divino adjutorio. vel ab aliis intellecta vel a nobis. Talis ego 
sum in scriptis aliorum, tales yolo esse intellectores meorum. Ad Fortunat. 
ep. 148, ¢. 4, ii, 502, 
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quity, the succession of priests, up to the present epis- 
copate, from the very chair of the Apostle Peter, to whom 
the Lord committed his sheep to be fed after his resurrec- 
tion, the very name of Catholic;” and that among the 
Manichees there were no inducements of this kind but only 
the promise of the truth; but, adds Augustine, “ if the 
truth is so clearly manifested that it cannot be doubted of, 
it is to be preferred to all those inducements to remain in 
the Catholic Church.”+ 

Again, speaking of the ecclesiastical writers subsequent 
to the Apostles, he says,—‘ Which kind of literature is to 
be read, not with a necessity of believing, but with a 
liberty of judging of it ..... the excellence of the ‘ca- 
nonical authority of the Old and New Testament ‘is dif- 
ferent to the books of later writers, which being esta- 
blished in the times of the Apostles has, through the suc- 
cession of bishops and the propagation of churches, been 
placed as it were on high in a seat of authority, to which 
every faithful and pious mind ought to be in subjection. 
... . But in the works of later writers which are contained 
in innumerable books, but by no means are equal to that 
most sacred excellence of the canonical Scriptures, even 
in those of them in which the same truth is found, yet 
the authority is far different. Therefore in them if any 
matters should perchance be thought to be not agreeable 
to the truth from their being understood differently to the 
sense in which they are spoken, yet the reader or hearer 
has in such a case an unfettered right of judgment to ap- 


* Multa sunt alia que in ejus gremio me justissime teneant. Tenet con- 
sensio populorum atque gentium : tenet auctoritas miraculis inchoata, spe nu- 
trita, caritate aucta, vetustate firmata; tenet ab ipsa sede Petri Apostoli, cui 
pascendas oves suas post resurrectionem Dominus commendayit usque ad 
presentem episcopatum successio sacerdotum ; tenet postremo ipsum Catholics 
MINN 5 5 6 yao Apud vos autem, ubi nihil horum est quod me inyitet ac 
teneat, sola personat veritatis pollicitatio ; que quidem si tam manifesta mon- 
stratur ut in dubium venire non possit, preeponenda est omnibus illis rebus 


quibus in Catholica teneor. Contr. epist. Manich. quam voc. Fundam. ec. 4. 
vill. 153. 
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prove what shall please him or disapprove what shall offend 
him ; and therefore as to all things of this kind [i. e. that 
may be advanced by these writers], unless they may be 
defended either by sure grounds of reason, or from that 
canonical authority, so that it may be demonstrated that 
‘what is there discussed or narrated either certainly is, or 
might be, as there represented, he who is not satisfied 
with what is said, or refuses to believe it, is not blamed. 
But in that canonical pre-eminence of the sacred Scrip- 
tures, although only one Prophet, or Apostle, or Evan- 
gelist, is declared to have laid down any point in his 
writings, supposing it to have in reality the testimony of 
the canon in its favour, we must not doubt of its truth; 
otherwise there will be no writing by which the infirmity 
of human ignorance may be ruled, if the salutary authority 
of the canonical books is either wholly destroyed through 
contempt, or confounded by being extended beyond its 


limits [i. e. when that authority is extended to other 
works. |’! 


1 Quod genus litterarum non cum credendi necessitate, sed cum judicandi 
libertate legendum. Cuitamen ne intercluderetur locus, et adimeretur pos- 
teris ad queestiones difficiles tractandas atque versandas lingue ac stili salu- 
berrimus labor, distincta est a posteriorum libris excellentia canonice auctori- 
tatis veteris et novi Testamenti, que Apostolorum confirmata temporibus per 
successiones Episcoporum et propagationes Ecclesiarum tamquam in sede 
quadam sublimiter constituta est, cui serviat omnis fidelis et pius intellectus 

.-.- In opusculis autem posteriorum, que libris innumerabilibus continen- 
tur, sed nullo modo ille sacratissime canonicarum Scripturarum excellentie 
coequantur, etiam in quibuscumque eorum inyenitur eadem veritas, longe 
tamen est impar auctoritas. Itaque in eis, si qua forte propterea dissonare 
putantur a vero, quia non ut dicta sunt intelliguntur, tamen liberum ibi habet 
lector auditorve judicium, quo vel approbet quod placuerit, vel improbet 
quod offenderit ; et ideo cuncta ejusmodi, nisi vel certa ratione vel ex illa 
canonica authoritate defendantur, ut demonstretur sive omnino ita esse, sive 
fieri potuisse quod vel disputatum ibi est, vel narratum, si cui displicuerit, 
aut credere noluerit, non reprehenditur. In illa vero canonica eminentia sa- 
crarum litterarum etiamsi unus Propheta, seu Apostolus aut Evangelista aliquid 
in suis litteris posuisse ipsa canonis confirmatione declaratur, non licet dubitare 
quod verum sit: alioquin nulla erit pagina, qua humane imperitie regatur 
infirmitas, si librorum canonicorum saluberrima auctoritas aut contemta 
penitus aboletur aut interminata confunditur, Contr. Faust. lib. xi. c. 5. 
vili, 221, 2. 
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I ask the impartial reader, Is it possible that Augustine 
could have spoken thus, if he had held that the consent 
of these writers formed part,—and through the obscurity 
of Scripture a necessary part,—of the rule of faith? 

Again, when the Donatists objected to him the state- 
ments of Cyprian, and the Council held under him, he 
says,—* But who is ignorant that the holy canonical 
Scripture of the Old and New Testament is limited to cer- 
tain bounds, and is so far above all the later writings of 
bishops, that of it it cannot be doubted or disputed whe- 
ther it is true or right, whatsoever shall appear to be 
written in it; but that as to the writings of bishops which 
either have been written or are being written since the con- 
firmation of the canon, that they may be found fault with, 
both by the wiser discourse of any one more skilful in 
the matter, and by the weightier authority and more 
learned wisdom of other bishops, and by councils; and 
that local and provincial councils yield without any doubt 
to the authority of those plenary councils that are assem- 
bled together from the whole Christian world; anp THAT 
AS TO THOSE VERY CGCUMENICAL COUNCILS, THE FORMER 
ARE OFTEN CORRECTED BY LATER, when experience opens 
what was closed, and brings to light that which was hid- 
den, without any swellings of sacrilegious pride, without 
any exaltation of the neck of arrogance, without any 
envious contentions, with holy humility, with catholic 
peace, with Christian charity.” } 

1 Quis autem nesciat sanctam Scripturam canonicam, tam veteris quam novi 
Testamenti, certis suis terminis contineri, eamque omnibus posterioribus episco- 
porum litteris ita preeponi, ut de illa omnino dubitari et disceptari non possit, 
utrum verum vel utrum rectum sit, quidquid in ea scriptum esse constiterit , 
episcoporum autem litteras que post confirmatum canonem vel scripte sunt 
vel scribuntur, et per sermonem forte sapientiorem cujuslibet in ea re peritioris, 
et per aliorum episcoporum graviorem auctoritatem doctioremque pruden- 
tiam, et per concilia licere reprehendi, si quid in eis forte a veritate deviatum 
est ; et ipsa concilia que per singulas regiones vel provincias fiunt, plenariorum 
conciliorum auctoritati que fiunt ex universo orbe Christiano sine ullis ambagi- 
bus cedere ; ipsaque plenaria sepe priora posterioribus emendari, cum aliquo 
experimento rerum aperitur quod clausum erat et cognoscitur quod latebat, 
sine ullo typho sacrilege superbia, sine ulla inflata cervice arrogantie, sine 


ulla contentione livide invidie, cum sancta humilitate, cum pace catholica, 
cum caritate Christiana, De bapt. contr. Donat. lib, ii, c. 3. ix. 98. 
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Lastly, in reply to the Pelagians, on the important 
doctrine of original sin, after having proved his view of 
the point in question from the holy Scriptures, he says,— 
“ But what shall I say of those interpreters of the divine 
Scriptures who have flourished in the catholic church, 
how they have not attempted to turn these testimonies to 
other senses, since they stood firm in the antient and 
sound faith, and were not moved by novel error. Jf I 
should wish to collect them, and make use of their testimo- 
nies, it will be both too long a task, AND | SHALL PERHAPS 
SEEM TO HAVE RELIED LESS THAN I OUGHT UPON THE 
CANONICAL AUTHORITIES, FROM WHICH WE OUGHT NOT TO 
ALLOW OUR ATTENTION TO BE WITHDRAWN.” ! 

So far is he from giving to those writers the place 
demanded for them by the Tractators. 

Before I pass on, I have only to remark, that as it 
respects matters of faith, I know of no testimonies that 
can be produced from Augustine that even semblably sup- 
port the views of our opponents. The reader will consi- 
der whether the passages we have already adduced do not 
forbid the supposition that any real support for their 
views could be found in him. His sentiments as it 
respects the Rule of practice we shall consider hereafter. 


Curysostom (fl. a. 398.) 


From Augustine let us pass on to the equally cele- 
brated Chrysostom. “ Let us, I beseech you,” says Chry- 
sostom, “shut our ears against all such persons, and fol- 
low closely the Rule (or Canon) of the Holy Scripture.”* 


' Quid autem dicam de ipsis divinarum Scripturarum tractatoribus qui in 
catholica Ecclesia floruerunt, quomodo hee non in alios sensus conati sunt 
yertere, quoniam stabiles erant in antiquissima et robustissima fide, non autem 
novitio movebantur errore. Quos si colligere et eorum testimoniis uti velim, 
et nimis longum erit, et de canonicis auctoritatibus, a quibus non debemus 
averti, minus fortasse videbor presumsisse quam debui. De nupt. et concup. 
lib. ii. c. 29. x.328. 

2 TlopakuAw, Tact Tols ToLoVTOLS Tas aKoUS aTOTELXITOYTES, TH KaVOVL TNS Gylas 
ypapns karoxohovOnowuev. CuRysostomi in Genes. hom. xiii. § 3. tom. iv. 
p. 103, ed. Bened. Paris. 1718 et seq. 

FRF2 
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Again, anticipating the objection of a Pagan to become 
a Christian, on account of the multitude of sects among 
Christians, he says,— A Pagan comes and says, ‘I desire 
to be a Christian, but I know not to whom to attach 
myself. There is much contention and division among 
you, and much confusion. What doctrine shall I choose? 
Which shall I prefer? Each one says, I speak the truth. 
Whom am I to believe, having no knowledge at all in 
the Scriptures? And they both produce the same [testi- 
mony]. This, at least, is altogether in our favour. For 
if we said that you must believe our reasonings, you 
might with reason be troubled; but if we say that you 
must believe the Scriptures, and they are simple and true, it 
is easy for you to judge. If any one receives these, he is a 
Christian ; if any one opposes them, he is far from the 
pale of Christianity. What, therefore, if he should come 
and say that the Scripture says this or that, but thou 
speakest differently ; and ye have interpreted them in quite 
another way, distorting their meaning. Tell me, then, have 
you neither understanding nor judgment ? ‘ And how could 
I,’ he says, ‘ not knowing how to judge your matters? I de- 
sire to be a scholar; but you make me already a master.’ 
If he should say this, what shall we answer ?—how shall 
we persuade him? Ler us Ask HIM IF ALL THIS IS NOT A 
MERE EXCUSE AND PRETENCE.’ And then, having added 
some further observations on the marks by which he 
might discern the true Church, he adds,—“ But this is 
‘an excuse and pretence.”! 


' Epxerat EAAny, kat Aeyet, 67 BovdAopan yeverOar Xpiotiavos* add’ ovk o1da, 
TWL TpOTOwMaL MaXn Tap bu moAAN Kat OTAaGIS* moAuS OopuBos* mrotoy EAomat 
Soyuu; TL alpnoouat; éxaoros revel, 6Tt eyw aAnOevw* Tit TELTOw, uNdev SAWS 
El0ws EV TULS YpaHals ; KakKeELVOL TO avTO TpOBaAAOYTaL’ Mavuye ToUvTO bmEp Huw. 
€l prev yup Aoyiomols cAcyouey meiHegbau, eLkKoTws eBopvBov* ex Se Tals "ypadpais 
Aeyomey moreve, adtrat Se GrAat kat aAnNOeLs, evKOAOY GOL TO Kplwomevoy’ €L TLS 
eKelvols cumpwvel, oUTOS Xpioriavos’ et TLS MaXeT aly obTos Toppw Tov Kavovos 

‘TovTov. Tt ovy ay ekeivos ehOwy eimy, TovTO EXELY THY ypapnv, ou de ETEpoy 
Aeyns, Kat aAAws Tapeénynobe Tas youpas Tas Siavoltas avTwY €AKOVTES 3 TV OV, 
€lme (LOL, YOUY OUK €XELS, ovde Kplowy ; kot Tws ay Suvainy, pnot, pwnde eidws 
Kpwew Ta vpmerepa, pmadntns Bovroum yeverOar av Se pe ndn SidacKaAov 
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Again, commenting on 2 Tim. v. 16,17. “ All Serip- 
ture is given by inspiration of God; and is profitable for 
doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for instruction in 
righteousness, that the man of God may be perfect, 
thoroughly furnished unto all good works,” he says,— 
“ For doctrine. Ifthere is anything which it behoves us 
to learn or be ignorant of, thence we shall know it. If it 
behoves us to reprove false doctrine, thence also we shall 
know it. If we need to be corrected and taught wisdom. 
For exhortation, for comfort, for correction, he says. That 
is if anything is deficient, and needs to be added. That 
the man of God may be perfect. He says that the exhor- 
tations of Scripture were given for this purpose; that the 
man of God may be perfect .... . Instead of me, he 
says, you have the Scriptures. Jf you are desirous of 
learning anything, you will be able to do so from them. 
And if he wrote these things to Timothy, who was full 
of the Holy Spirit, how much more to us? Thoroughly 
furnished to all good works. Not simply a partaker, he 
says, but thoroughly and accurately furnished.” 

And in his commentary on the fifth Psalm, he speaks 
of the Scriptures as Christ’s Will, giving an account of the 
heavenly inheritance, and how it is to be obtained, ob- 
serving that “when we shall have arrived at perfect man- 
hood, and the measure of our age, and passed to that life 
which is without change, he will then put us in possession 
of that inheritance. But in the mean time he has made 
a Willand left us the Scriptures, and told us what to do, in 


TOLELS* AY TUVTA ACY), TL, PNTW, aTOKPLWOMLEDG, 5 TWS UVTOY TELTOMEY ; EPwWTNTWMEV, 
el pn oKnps TavTa Kat mpopacis ... +. aAAaoKNYLS TovTO Kat mpopacis. ID. In 
Act. Apost. hom. 33. § 4. ix. 258, 9. ‘ 

1 TIpos didackartay" ere wabeuw, et TL aryvonoa xpn, ekeBey ercomedar et eAcyEat 
Ta Wevdn, Kat TovTO exeLBey" et emavopPwOnvat Kar cwppovicOnvat mpos TapaKANTL, 
“mpos TapapvO.ay, pnot, mpos emavopOwoww" TovTEOTL, EL TL AELTEL, Kat XPN TpoT- 
TeOnva" tva aptios 4 6 Tov @eou avOpwros’ Sia TovTO pyot, yeyovey ] THV ypapwr 
TOPAKANTLS, iva, aptios n 6 Tov @cov avOpwiros . . .. avr euov, pnol, Tas ypadas 
exets* es TL Bovret mabey, exeev Suynon’ et Se Twolew Tavta eypupe TH TVEU~ 
MATOS EMMETANTMEVH, TOTW LUAAOV TLL 5 ™pos Tay eptyov aryadov efnpt cuevos* 
oux amhws merexwv, dno, adda, wer’ axpiBeras eknpticuevos. Iv. In 2 Tim. 
vy. 16,17. hom. 9. § 1. xi. 714, 15. 
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order to obtain the inheritance ; so that we may not fail to 
obtain it, nor be disinherited.”? 

Other passages may be found in works going under 
the name of Chrysostom, to the same effect; but I shall 
not here dwell upon them, as they are of doubtful ge- 
nuineness.? 

Moreover, he bears witness to the completeness and 
perfection of Scripture as the Rule of faith. For he says 
that we have in the Scriptures “an exact measure, and 
index, and rule of all things ;’ adding, ‘“‘ Wherefore I ex- 
hort and beseech all of you that, giving up all considera- 
tion as to what this or that person thinks concerning 
these things, you would consult the Scriptures respecting 
all these things; and having learnt the true riches, let us 
follow after these things, that we may obtain eternal 
blessings.’’* 

And by “rule,” he means that which receives neither 
addition nor diminution, as far as it is a rule; for he tells 
us that “a rule receives neither addition nor diminution, 
otherwise it ceases to be a rule.”4 

Again, he says,—“ Look not for another master ; thou 
‘hast the oracles of God ; no one teaches thee like them . . . 
Ignorance of the Scriptures is the cause of all evils,” § 


1 Emeiday ers avdpa TeAeiov kal METpOY HAIKLAS KaTaYTNOwWMEY, Ko mpos Toy 
aknparov meracTw@pev Biov, TOTE Huw eyxelpifet TOY KANpoY EkeLvoy. Tews Se 
diebero, KL TA Ypoppara Thuy KoTEALTE, KUL TWA mMparToyTes emiTrevéomeOa TS 
KAnpovopias eumev, @oTE MN exmerely, unde aroKAnpovouous yeverOa. Ip. Expos. 
AMES: Oa Sens 20s 

? See Homil. de Spir. 8. § 10. iii. 808. This homily is considered by 
Photius a genuine work of Chrysostom ; and by Savile the production of some 
learned contemporary of Chrysostom. See also Homil. in Ps. 95. prope fin. 
y. 636. This homily, however, is probably spurious. 

3 Tlws yap ovk aromoy . . . trep mparywarov Whpifouevous, Grrws Tas éETrepwy 
mapacuperbu: dogaus* Kat TavTa aKpiBn Cuyov amavTwy eXovTas, Kat yvwmova, Kat 
Kavova, Twy Oewy vouwy THY awopacw , d10 TapakaAw Kat Seopa mayTwr Smear, 
apevres TL TM Seu Kat Tw Sei SoKer wept TovTwY, Tapa TwY yYpapwy TaVvTa. 
imayru muvOaverde, Kat TOY aANOn TAOVTOY MuPoyTEs, TOUTwWY Siwkwmer, iva Kar 
Tov aroviov emTuxwpe aryabwv. In. In 2 Cor, hom. 13. fin. x. 537. 

4 ‘O Kavwy ovre mpoobcow ovre apaiperw dexeTal, ewWEL TO KaYwWY ELvaL aToA- 
‘Avot. Ip. In Phil. hom. 12. xi. 293. : 

5 Mnde mepimewns Erepoy diSacKkuArov' exes TA Ao'ia Tov @eov' ovdes oe Oi- 


Sacket @S EKELVA , « « TOUTO TUVTWY OLTLOY TwY KakwY,TO pn EldEVaL Tas ypapas. 
Ip. In Coloss. hom, 9. § 1. xi, 391. 
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And in a work, which, if it be not Chrysostom’s, has 
been so spoken of by Romanists themselves, as to make 
it require no defence here, as a work of equal value as if 
it was ; I mean the “Imperfect work on Matthew;”! it is 
said, on the words “ All things are ready, come unto the 
marriage,’—“ Whatever is requisite for salvation, that is 
all fully to be found in the Scriptures . .. In this feast 
there is nothing less than what is necessary to the salva- 
tion of men.’”? 

I add below a reference to some other passages, which 
the reader may consult on this point.$ 

And with respect to the doctrine of the consubstan- 
tiality of the Son with the Father, he distinctly speaks of 
it as being clearly and fully delivered in Scripture. 

So clear, indeed, is his testimony on this whole subject, 
that even the Romanist Du Pin says,—“ St Chrysostom 
looks upon the Holy Scripture as the ground and rule of 


K 


all the truths of religion.”® 

Further, Chrysostom distinctly places Scripture before 
us as our proper guide to direct us in controversies of 
faith. 


' Thus Erasmus says, that though not Chrysostom’s, it was the work “ ho- 
minis eruditi et facundi et in divinis literis sic exercitati ut mea quidem sen- 
tentia hac in parte non cedat Chrysostomo.” Bellarmine says, “ credibile esse 
authorem fuisse catholicum,” and calls it a work “doctum et minime sper- 
nendum.” (De Script. Eccles. ad ann. 398.) Sixtus Senensis says that it 
was “tot seculis communi Ecclesiz assensu comprobatum,” and adduces 
many reasons for supposing it to be a genuine work of Chrysostom ; to which 
opinion he himself is evidently inclined ; though he says that the opinions 
of critics are diverse on the subject. (See his Bibl. Sanct.) The two latter, 
however, hold it to have been interpolated by heretics. 

2 Quidquid queritur ad salutem, totum jam adimpletum est in Scripturis. 
-... Nihil minus est in hoc convivio quam quod necessarium habet salus 
humana. Opus Imperf. in Matth. hom. 41. vi. clxxiv. App. 

3 See Comment in Act. hom. 29. § 4, ix. 231. Comment. in Heb. hom. 8. 
§ 4. xii. 89. Also in the homily De Spir. 8., written, as Savile supposes, by 
some learned contemporary of Chrysostom, it is said,—& ov yeypumrat, ov det 
gpove. Tom. iii. p. 798. And in the homily De Pseudo-Prophetis, which, 
however, the Benedictines reckon spurious, Ovdev cAermev ovde mapeoiwnnoe 
Tw cuupepovTav Huw 7h Vera ypupn. viii. 73. App. 

4 See his Homil. de Consubstant, § 2. Tom. i. pp. 502, 3. 

5 Eccl. Hist. vol. i. p. 320. Dublin edit. 
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Thus, commenting on John x. 1, “ He that entereth not 
by the door into the sheepfold, but climbeth up some other 
way, the same is a thief and a robber ;” he says, “‘ Observe 
the marks of the thief; first, that he enters not with con- 
fidence; secondly, that he enters not by the Scriptures,— 
for this is the meaning of not entering by the door. And 
he here alludes to both those who were before him, and 
those who were to come after him; both antichrist and 
false Christs; both Judas and Theudas, and all others of 
the same kind. But he very properly called the Scriptures 
the door, for they lead us to God, and open to us the know- 
ledge of divine things; they make the’ sheep ; they guard 
them, and suffer not the wolves privily to enter in, For as 
a secure door, so they prevent the entrance of heretics, aftord- 
ing us a place of safety for all things we could desire, and 
not suffering us to wander ; and if we do not open it, we 
shall not be easily taken captive by our enemies. By it 
we shall know in all cases both those that are sheep, and 
those that are not.” 

And lastly, the reader will not fail to recollect the re- 
markable passage quoted in a previous page? from the 
“Imperfect work on Matthew,” the author of which, 
speaking of the times of Antichrist, says that “at that 
time there can be no proof of true Christianity, nor any 
other refuge for Christians wishing to know the true faith 
but the divine Scriptures,” and no way. “to ascertain 
which is the true Church of Christ, but only through the 
Scriptures ;” because those who followed Antichrist, 


1 Opa Ta devypara Tov AnoTov' mpwroy, STL ov Tappyoia eicepxXeTau* devTepor, 
OTL OV KaTU TUS Ypapas, TOVTO yap EoTL TO Ln Sia THS Oupas evTavOa Se Kai ToUS 
TPO AVTOV CUVITTETAL, KOL TOUS MET AUTOY EDOMLEVOUS’ TOY TE AYTLXPLOTOY KaL TOUS 
PevdoxpioTous’ Tov Te Iovday Kar Oevday, rat et TIVES ETEPOL TOLOUTOL ‘yeyovacw. 
Erkotws de Oupay Tas ypapas exaderev' abra. yap nuas Tpocaryovet Tw Ocw, Kat 
THY Deoyvwotay avoryovoly® avTat mpoBara moovow* abtat PudatTovol, KaL Tous 
Aukous ovk apiacw emeioeADely. Kaéamep yap tis Oupa acpudns, obtws amo- 
KAELEL TOLS aipeTiKoLs THY ELTODOY, EV aopadrca KabloTwoU huas TEpL dV av Bov- 
Awucla TavTWY, Kat OVK Ewou TAGVATOUL* KaY Un TUpadvowMEY aT NY, oUK EvoMeOa 
evxEipwrot Tos exOpors. Ata TavTnS KoL ToOVS TomEvas Kat TOUS ov TOLMEV AS 
evcoueba, amavras. Ip, In Johann. hom, 59. (al. 58.) § 2. viii. 346. 

2 See pp. 128, 9 above. 
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would have all the external appearances of the Christian 
Church as to Churches, the Scriptures, bishops, &c.; and 
that “the Lord, knowing that such a confusion of things 
would take place in the last days, commands, on that ac- 
count, that the Christians who are in Christianity, and 
desirous of availing themselves of the strength of the true 
faith, should betake themselves to nothing else but the 
Scriptures. Otherwise if they shall look to other things, 
they shall stumble and perish, not understanding which 
is the true Church. And, through this, they all fall 
upon the abomination of desolation, which standeth in 
the holy places of the Church.”! 

Antichrist, let us observe, would use the same divine 
Scriptures; but, notwithstanding that, the only safe 
guide to those who wished to know the true faith and 
the true Church, would be those very Scriptures ; so little 
did he think that, because Antichrist perverted and mis- 
used them, therefore they were not fit and sufficient to 
sit as judge upon his claims and errors, and decide the 
controversy between truth and falsehood. 

What, then, does Bellarmine, who acknowledges the 
value of the book itself, say to this? Why, forsooth, all 
these remarks are the interpolation of some Arian heretic ! 
Upon which Bishop Taylor observes, ‘“ Bellarmine very 
learnedly says (De V. D. iv. 11.) that these words were 
put into this book by the Arians, but because he offers 
at no pretence of reason for any such interpolation, and 
it being without cause to suspect it, though the author of 
it had been an Arian, because the Arians were never noted 
to differ from theChurch in the point of the Scripture’s suf- 
ficiency, I look upon this as a pitiful shift of a man that 
resolved to say anything rather than confess his error.”* 

And in the same way Sixtus Senensis would get rid of 
the passage previously quoted from this work,° as well as 

puilles 

2 Dissuas. from Popery, Pt. 2. Works, vol. x. p. 405. And see his Rule 
of Conscience, bk. 2. ¢. 3. rule 14. Works, xiii. 103, 4. And Bp. Morton’s 


Cath. App. pp. 313, 14. 
3 See p. 439 above. 
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others. But, says Bishop Taylor, “ When they cannot 
show, by any probable argument, that any heretics have 
interpolated these words, and that these are so agreeing 
to other words of St. Chrysostom, spoken in his unquestioned 
works, he shows himself and his party greatly pinched ; 
and for no other reason rejects the words, but because 
they make against him; which is a plain self-conviction 
and self-condemnation.”! 

There are two passages, however, connected with this 
subject, in the works of Chrysostom, which require ex- 
planation. 

The first is in his Commentary on the Second Epistle 
to the Thessalonians, where, explaining the words, 
“Therefore, brethren, stand fast and hold the traditions 
which ye have received, whether by word or our epistle” 
(ii. 15.), he says,— Hence it is evident that they [the 
Apostles] did not deliver all things by letter, but many 
things also orally; but both the one and the other are 
equally. worthy of belief; let us, then, esteem also the 
tradition of the Church to be worthy of belief; it is a tra- 
dition ; seek no further.”’? 

But to know the mind of Chrysostom, this passage 
must be compared with others in him upon the same sub- 
ject; and when we consider it in connexion with those 
which we have quoted above, it seems evident that these 
oral traditions, to which Chrysostom refers, were not 
points of faith, but rites and customs of the Church; for, 
as to the former, he distinctly sends us to Scripture as our 
rule, and a perfect rule. As it respects the latter, I will- 
ingly admit that he and other Fathers of the Church 
held that many of the rites and customs of the Church, 
not mentioned in Scripture, might be considered as 
having been derived from Apostolical ordinance or sane- 


1 Works, x. 405. 

? EvrevOev Sndov ért ov mayra 8? emioroAns mupediSooay, akAa ToAAG Kat 
arypapws’ duowws Se KakeWa Kal TavTa eoTIY akomioTat BOTE Ka THY Tapadocw 
Ts ExkaAnotas atiomiarov nywpeba mapadocis ect, undev wAcov Ente. Ip, In 
2 Thess. ii. 15. hom. 4. xi. 532. 
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tion; and that as it concerned those which the Church 
used and celebrated under that name, it was desirable 
and proper for individuals to rest satisfied, and not trouble 
the Church by curious inquiries into the matter; a judg- 
ment which, when restrained within its proper bounds, 
has good grounds to rest upon. 

And thus speaks the Tractators’ own witness, Bishop 
Morton, on the passage,—“ If by these words, ‘as worthy 
of credit,’ be meant the traditions ceremonial, in this sense 
we must believe, certainly, that the ceremonies ordained 
by the Apostles were just and lawful, albeit (as even our 
adversaries do teach) alterable: so this sentence doth not 
differ from the profession of Protestants. But if the Ro- 
manists will have it understood of doctrinal points of faith, 
which are absolutely necessary unto salvation, as though 
some such article were not recorded in Scriptures, then 
was it not unjustly to be censured a speech unfitting the 
golden mouth of Chrysostome ; because so 8. Chrysostome 
should contradict himself in many places, not only of his 
supposed works, as hath been showed, in so plain sort 
justifying our defence of only Scripture, that their Church 
hath, therefore, in their new editions of Chrysostome, 
wiped that sentence out, [alluding to the Opus Imp. in 
Matth.]; but also in his unquestionable works, yea, even 
in his Homily next going before the objected testimony, 
where, exhorting all men to be exercised in reading the 
Scriptures, ‘ All things, saith he, ‘which are necessary, 
are manifest’ . . . [he proceeds to quote the Exposition 
on Ps. 95, which I omit as doubtful] . . . For the which 
cause he calleth the sacred Scriptures (In 2 Cor. hom. 13.) 
‘A most exact balance, square, and rule of divine laws.’ 
Wherein Chrysostome is irreconcileably contrary unto the 
Romanists, who, for the defence of unwritten traditions, 
do esteem of Scripture, not as of a most exact, but only as 
of a part of a rule of faith.” 

_ The other passage occurs in his Commentary on the 
1 Morton’s Cath. App. ii. 25. 4. p. 315. 
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Epistle to the Philippians, and stands thus,—* These 
things were not vainly instituted by the Apostles, namely, 
that at the celebration of the tremendous mysteries [i. e. 
the Eucharist] a remembrance should be made of the de- _ 
parted.” 

But here the tradition spoken of is clearly a mere cus- 
tom, namely, that a remembrance should be made of the 
departed at the celebration of the Eucharist ; and such a 
remembrance may be made (as it is in our own service) 
without its involving any doctrine of any kind whatso- 
ever; and the words with which Chrysostom follows up 
the remark, namely, “they knew that much gain and 
much profit would hence accrue to them,’ contain 
merely an expression of Chrysostom’s own sentiments. 

I will only add, that if our opponents wish to avail 
themselves of this last remark, as showing that Chry- 
sostom favoured their views in another point, they had 
better first read the whole homily ; ; for they will find that 
he not only advocates our praying for the faithful, but 
the dead generally, including expressly those who have 
died impenitent and unbelievers, to whom he thinks that 
our prayers may bring some benefit. ; 

Before I pass on, however, I must notice a passage 
quoted by the author of Tract 34 from the works of Chry- 
sostom, and which forms another striking instance how 
little the Tractators’ extracts from the Fathers are to be 
depended upon. The passage, as given by the Tractator, 
is this, “ He who is duly strengthened in faith, does not 
go so far as to require reason and cause for what is en- 
joined, but is satisfied with the ¢radition alone.” The 
italics are the Tractators. This passage he quotes as his 
motto; and then proceeds, in his Tract, to inculeate the 

1 Ove enn TavTa evouobeTnOn bro Tw Geeta: TO emt Twy PP:KTWY LUOTN- 
ploy wynuny yweo8at Twy ameABovray. Ip, In Phil. i. 24. Hom. 3. xi. 217. 

2 Ioaow avrTois moAu Kepdos yiwomevov, TOAAHY THY wpedeav. Ib. 
3 KAawmev ovy Tovtous, Bonfwmev avrois kota Svvapw, emwonowmey avrois 


tia Bonderay, uikpav wey, Bonlew de duws Suvapevny. Ib. And see the whole 
of § 4, pp. 216—18, 
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necessity of observing certain rites and customs of the 
early Church as Apostolical traditions. ow this is a 
direct misapplication of the words of Chrysostom, which no 
reader, who had attended to the context, could have made. 
The words of Chrysostom are these. They are on those 
words of the Apostle, “I praise you, brethren, that ye 
remember me in all things, and keep the ordinances as I 
delivered them to you.” (1 Cor. xi. 2.) And he says,— 
“Therefore he then delivered many things not in writing, 
which also he frequently elsewhere states; but he then 
delivered them only, but now he gives the reason. For thus 
he rendered these his hearers more confident, and put 
down the haughtiness of those who opposed them. He 
proceeds not to say, ye have obeyed, but others have dis- 
obeyed; but indirectly, through the instruction he gives, 
he hints this in what follows, speaking thus,—‘ I would 
have you know that the head of every man is Christ, and 
the head of the woman is the man, and the head of Christ 
is God.’ Here the reason is given. And he gives this, 
that he may make the weaker more attentive. The faith- 
ful and confirmed [disciple] therefore, as is right, needs 
neither reason nor cause for the things that may be com- 
manded, but is satisfied with the delivery alone. But the 
weak, when he knows also the cause, then holds what was 
said with greater earnestness, and obeys with greater ala- 
crity.”2 

I need not add one word to show the reader how com- 
pletely the passage quoted by the Tractator has been per- 
verted by him from its true meaning. 


1 Apa kat aypapws moAda TapediBov TOTE, 6 Kat GAAaXoU TOAAUXOU SnAOL. AAAG 
TOTE Mev Topedwxe povoy, vuy Be Kat auTLoAoyLay TIINTW. OdTw yap Kat ToUTOUS Lo XV- 
POTE€pous EmolEl TOUS AKOVOYTAS, KUL EKELYOW KaTETT A TO PYTNMA TOY EVAYTLOUMEVOV, 
Era ov Aeyer 6rt tuers wey bankovoare, Erepor Se mapnkovoay, aANa uvyuTOTTwWS 
ek Tns didackaArtas avTo awirteTa Oia Twy ekns, OdTW AEYywY" DeAw De duas Edevut, 
K.T. A. (H pev autioroyia airy. TiOnot de avrny, Tovs acbeverrepovs mpooek- 
TIKWTEpOUS TOLwWY, ‘O MEV OVvY TIOTOS, WS XPN, Kat Eppwmevos ovde SevTat Aoryou 
ovde autias, dmep dy ay emitaxXOn, GAN apkerrar Ty Tapadocel povn. ‘O de acbe- 
veoreEpos, OTaY KaL THY cuTLUY a0, TOTE KaL META TAELOVOS TNS TMOVONS KuTEXEL 
To AEXOEV, Kol META MOAANS OmaKover TS MpoOyuias. In 1 Cor, hom. 26. § 1. 
He 225, 9. 
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Cyrit or ALEXANDRIA (fl, a. 412.) 


I proceed to Cyril of Alexandria. 

“That which the divine Scripture hath not spoken, 
how,” he asks, “ shall we receive it and reckon it among 
verities 2” 

Again, commenting on 1 Cor. i. 21. he says,—“ By the 
foolishness of preaching, he means the plainness of the 
phraseology of the inspired Scripture. Therefore leaving 
off labouring in vain and reaping no fruit, and spending 
your labours upon things that are unprofitable, hear me 
rather, and eat that which is good, namely, through the 
Evangelical proclamations, in which, saith he, your soul 
would abundantly delight, and be nourished. There is 
the true knowledge of God as he is, and instruction as to 
all virtue and propriety of conduct, becoming saints; and 
wisdom, such as with wonderful exactness rightly discerns 
everything that ought to be done, and perfectly fits the 
mind for activity in good works.’”* 

Again; “ We teach in the Churches, adducing the doc- 
trines taught in the inspired Scripture, bringing the Evange- 
lical and Apostolical word before our hearers as a kind of 
heavenly food.’ | 

Again, in his Third Dialogue respecting the Holy Tri- 
nity, one of the speakers observes, “To whom that is wise 


1 “O yap ovr eipnkev 7 Bera ypapn, Twa 5n tporov mapadekopeba, kar ev Tots 
aAnOws exXovot KaTaAoyouueda; CyRILL. ALEx, Glaphyr. in Genes. lib. ii. 
p. 29. Op. ed. Aubert. tom. i. 

2 Mwpiay Se Tov Knpuywaros THY KoLvoTNTA THS AEkEws THS EVvoVTNS TH OEo- 
TvEevoTH ypadn pnow. AevTEs Ov’ TO ELKN TOVELY, Kal aKapTLay TvAAEYELY, Kat 
daravay avexecbat movous em’ avwpeAEot Mparysact, MAAAOV akOVoUTE [LoU, Ka 
gpayerbe ayuba, Ta dia Tw evaryyeAtKov Knpvywarwy Sndovort, ois 8 Kat TepiT- 
Tas, onow, evTpupynoeey 7 Puxn Suwv’ exer yywots adnOns Tov Kata pvow cov, 
Kal aperns Garaons, Kat GyLompemous evkoomias pabnuc, Kat ouvEoLs OavpacTws 
Exacta Twv mpaKTewy opOws diakpwovTa, [diaKpivovea] xa TeXVITHY ELS aryaboup- 
yay amoreAovca Tov vouv, K.7.A. Comment. in Is. lib. v. tom. ii. Op. tom. ii. 
p. 774. 

3 Adackomey yap ev ekkAnoias Ta dia TNs PeomvEevaTOV ypapns Tapakopifovres 
doypara, Kal GoTEP TVA TPOPHY TYEVMATLKNY TOV EvaryYEALKOY TE Kal aTTooTOALKOY 
maparOeyres Aoyov. Comment. in Johann. Ey. lib. vi. Op. tom. iv. p. 638, 
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is it not evident that you, O my friend, will adduce vain 
words to us, and heap up a cold and useless mass of no- 
tions, unless you should prove to us that the volumes of 
the sacred writers agree with what you have spoken? 
For we shall not follow those who desire and are accus- 
tomed to speak from their own imaginations alone, but 
those who speak from the mouth of the Lord, according to 
that which is written ;” to which the other speaker replies, 
“ You speak rightly. Therefore the divine David de- 
clared, &c.”? 

And in the next Dialogue, the same speaker remarks, 
—‘‘It is best not to love to be moved by the bold asser- 
tions of others, since they carry us away to incorrect 
views, but to make the words of the inspired writers the 
correct and exact rule of faith. For it is but right that 
we should assent to them rather than others, and say, ‘ It 
is not ye that speak, but the Spirit of your Father that 
speaks in you;’” to which the other replies, “ You have 
spoken most correctly.”* 


1 A, Kat rut Tw ev ppovovvTwy acupmpayes, WS ELKALOUS HUW, w PLAOTHS, emay- 
TAnTELS Aoyous, Wuxpay de Kat UxpnoToV eEvvOLwY EMITwWpEVoELS TANOUY, EL UN 
cwvnxovoas ois epns Tas TwY wyiwy uw emdekas ovyypapas ; Epouela yap ovxt 
Tos eMeAoveL TE Kat ELwD0TL TA amo MoYNnS THS THwY avTwY epevyedOuL Sdiuvoias, 
aAAa ToLs AuAovow amo oToMaros Kuptov, kata To yeypamuevoy. B. Ev Aeyeis’ 
ovkouy 6 mev Oetos, pnow, tuynoe AaBid, kK. T.A.. De S. Trin. Dial. 3. tom. v. 
P.1.p. 477. The phrase twy ayiwy is frequently used by Cyril for the in- 
spired writers. As,—H ov dvervOou Toy ayiwy huw avakeKparyoTwy mept Ocou, ry 
pev, OTL ts cori 6 vomoberns Kat KpiTnS, TH DE av, 6 wovos exwv ubavaciay; Dial. 3. 
Ib. p. 476. And again; B. Apa ay exois ermew ek Tov tepwy ypopparwy 
TIS ay YevoLTO TwY TOLOVTwY fh moTIs; A. Kou ror Bpaxus Kouidn SamaynOnoeron ° 
Movos, TUVAYELPOVTL TOL TUS TWY ayiwy pwvas. Epeoios wey yap emoreAAwy 6 
Tlavaos, x. 7. A. Dial. 6. Ib. p. 603. Another instance occurs in the passage 
next but one to this below. And so when drawing a distinction between the 
Old and New Testament writers, he calls the former twy apyaorepwy ayiwv- 
Dial. 7. Ib. p. 642. The phrase might perhaps be taken from 2 Pet. i. 21. 

2 A. Aptoroyv ovy, w Epweia, To wn Tas éTrepwy abvpooromios avanroeio Oat 
piAely, EWELTA TPOS VoUY Huas TOY adoKimoy amopepovot, mortews Se Kavova Tov 
evduTEevn TE Kou adiacT poor, Tous TwY Denryopwy ToLeLc Oar Aoryous* MpeToL yap av, 
ovxX ETEPOLS MAAAOV Aas, N EKELVOLS UVTOLS ETLKPOTELY TE KGL AEYELV, OVX DpMEls COTE 
ot AaAovyTES, GAAG TO MVEVAa TOV TlaTpos buwy TO AaAouY ev duty. B. Opborara 
eons. De S. Trin. Dial. 4. Ib. p. 504. The phrase rw Oenyopwy is another 
phrase not unfrequently used by Cyril for the inspired writers. As for in- 
stance,—‘‘ A. TpocavamviecOut Se cov BovdAoiuny av Tode, woTEpa Tas TwY OBEnryo- 
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And his references to Scripture and Scripture only, as” 
the ground for faith in the doctrines he advanced, are 
constant.t 

Again ; he says,—‘* And first of all we may say to these 
visionaries, Ye do err, not knowing the Scriptures, nor 
the great mystery of godliness, that is, Christ, who was 
manifested in the flesh, justified in the Spirit, seen of 
angels, preached among the Gentiles, believed on in the 
world, received up into glory. But I think that our op- 
ponents ought either to pass condemnation upon those 
of old, and accuse the teachers of the world, to whom 
Christ himself said, ‘ Go and teach all nations, of bearing 
false witness; or if they shrink from doing this, to em- 
brace the orthodox doctrine respecting Christ, and having 
bid farewell to their ignorant conceits, to hold firmly to 
the sacred Scriptures, and following the right path of the 
sacred writers, go straight to the truth itself.”* 

Again ; “ But if, to persons in such a state of mind, it is 


pov povas.... molncovTat mapovdey; B. Awevdew epovov, oat mov. A. 
Tpape Towvy 6 icpwruros Te Kat mavapto'ros TlavaAos, K.T. A. Dial. 5. p. 546, 
And again with rwv ayy in the following passage—A. Kau ny to Tot wedpo- 
VnKws OVX ETEPOY TL, Tapa TO ToS GryLols Ka Benryopois SoKovY, of Tov mepL ToUTwY 
Huw wapedocav Te kat Siecapnoay Aoyov. ‘O wev yap Oeomectos Iwavyns. . » 
Tlavaos de . - . bnow,n.t. A. DeS, Trin. Dial. 4. Ib. p. 519. 


1 A, Ireov dn ovy ex’ avtny n TaXos THY aryLuy ypapyy, K.T. A. Dial. 2s Lbs 
p. 450. Again;—B. Kai tis ay yevoito TovTwy 4 morTis ; 


oe 


A. To ypauua to 
fepov,  OcomvevoTos ypapn cadws Kat nKpiBwpevws Evovoa Ocw To Tvevua avrov. 


Dial. 7. p. 641. And again ;—A. epe tyv Oeiay Te Kan iepay ToAUTparywovouvTes 
ypaony, KaTabpnowpey an’ avTns To SnTovmevoy. Quod unus sit Christus 
Dialog. tom. v. P. 1. p. 731. 

2 hepe heywev, Kat Tpo ye Tw GAAwY Tos SoKHTaLS’ TAaVATOE fun ELOoTES TAS 
ypapas, unTe yny TO Meya THS evoEBELas vOTNpLOY, ToUTETTL XpioTov: ds e@ave- 
pwn ev caper... . (1 Tim. ii. 16.) Aew de oiuou rous bP evaytias  Wnpov 
emaryely THY CLT XL TOLS TAaL, Kut Wevdn'yopous amoKGAEW TOUS THS oLKOVMEYNS 
puoraryaryous, ols autos en Xpiotos: mopevOevres mabnrevoare mayta Ta €byn, 7 
emep TOVTO KuTameppiKacL Spay, opba mev EAcoOa ppovew Ta em Xpiorw ppa- 
covras de To eppwodat Se Tas Thwy avTwY apudious, ampi~E mey eXeTOaL Tw 
icpov Ypapparav' Thy de amAavn TwY Gryiwy SiaryovTas TpIBor, en uvTny Levas THY 
adnbeav. De recta fide ad Theodos. Op. tom. v. P. 2.p.6. This passage, 


with much more of the context, is also to be found word for word in his De 
incarn. Unigen. Dial. tom. v. P. 1. pp. 680, 1. 
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necessary to apply the rein, would it not be most absurd 
to be silent, and not to instil into your pious ears the 
knowledge of the Holy Scriptures, as a sweet and life- 
giving fountain, which God long ago promised us; saying, 
by the voice of Isaiah, ‘ Ye shall draw water with joy out 
of the wells of salvation.’ But ‘ the wells of salvation, we 
interpret as meaning the holy prophets, evangelists, and 
apostles, who pour upon the world the supernal, and 
heavenly, and salutary word; the Holy Spirit supplying 
it to them; and thus fill with joy the whole world. 
Come, therefore, let us apply our mind to those things 
that lie in the depths of that spiritual teaching, and 
thence draw the discovery of the truth.”! And further on 
in the same treatise ; “ Since it is necessary that we should 
follow the sacred Scriptures, in nothing going beyond what 
they sanction, let us proceed to mention how God the 
Father is said to crown the Son with glory.” 2 

Again, in his Letter to Evoptius, he says,—“ It be. 
hoved him, being well versed in the inspired Seriptures, 
if it was altogether his purpose to enter into a discussion 
with us respecting the divine mysteries, to refer only to the 
sucred Scriptures ; and thus to compose his exposition in 
a spirit of piety, and not bring forward against us old and 
putid fables.”* 


1 Ex Se kat To1s obTws EXovot ppevos MpooBarAcly avaryKaloy, TwS OVK AY ‘yevoLTO 
Twy ayov opadepwrurwy TO EhedOaL oLYyNY, Kot wn Tas evoeBeow duwy aKouls 
evievat TAELOTAKLS, KAPaTEp TL Yaa YAUKU Kat SwoTroLoY TwY iepwy Ypampatwy THY 
ywoow, drep Huw Kat Tara Oeos bmioexverto, Acywv dia pwns Hoaov’ Kau 
avrAnoare b8wp pet evppoouyns ek TaY THYwY Tov Gwrnpiov. Zwrnpiov de 
TNYAS EVAL Paley, TOUS arytous Tpopynras evaryyeAloTas TE Kal aTOTOAOUS, OL TOY 
aywhey Kor e— ovpayou Kat Twrnpiov Tw Koouw Bpvovot Aoryov, Xopnryouvros uvTo.s 
Tou Gryiov Tvevpatos, amacoy Te obtw Kurevppaivovor tnyv bm’ ovpavoy. Pepe 
Towvy Tois Els TA Baby THY Tap avTou evvolwy KableyTES TOV VoUY TNS adknOeLas THY 
ebpeow ekebev avtAnowpev. De recta fide ad Reg. lib. ii. iniz. tom. v. P. 2° 
p- 128. 

2 Ereidn de Tos fepots Emeo Oat Ypappacw avarykatov juas, ovdamou TapEKTpE- 
XovTas To avTots doKouv, pepe Aeywmev, TIva By Tpowov 6 Ocos Kat Llarnp doky 
AcryeTas oTEPavOUY TOV viov* OVKOUY avTOS Tov pnow 6 paaptos TlavAos, k. T. A. 
(1b. p. 168.) 

3 Ede: wev ovy avrov Tas Peomvevo'rois evnoKnuevoy ypapats, ermep ny bAws 
oKoTOs aUTW TOUS TrEpL TWY DELoY HuLY MTT HpLWY TroLELa Oat AoryouS, THY lepwY ‘ypap- 
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Still more strongly, in his Treatise on the Holy Tri- 
nity, he remarks, “ All things, therefore, that have been 
delivered to us by the Law, and Prophets, and Apostles, 
we receive, and acknowledge, and confess; and beyond 
these, we seek not to know anything. For it is impossible 
for us to say, or at all think anything concerning God, 
beyond what has been divinely declared by the divine oracles 
of the Old and New Testament.”+ 

And as it respects in particular the doctrine of the con- 
substantiality of the Son with the Father, and even the 
phrase itself, he says,—‘“So that if any one should say 
that the Son is of the same nature, and consubstantial 
with the Father, he would not be considered by us as 
having introduced any new and unusual phraseology ; but 
he will be using a word that has, so to speak, the chief 
seat in the inspired Scripture.”? 


Istpore oF Pexusivum (fl. a. 412.) 


“To ascertain that these things are so,” says Isidore of 
Pelusium, “let us inspect the rule (or canon) of truth; I 
mean, the Holy Scriptures.”* 

And in opposition to the doctrine of Origen on the 
lapse of souls, he says that among other objections, two 
in particular seemed to him to be fatal to it; one of which 


pare Siapeuynobu povov, ctupawew TE odTwS Grylomperws THY abyynoww, KaL wy 
pvOous Huw apxatovs Kar odwdoTas mapakomiCew ers recov. Epist. ad Euoptium, 
prefix. tract. ady. Theodoret. pro xii. capit. tom. vi. p. 201. 

1 Taya towuy Ta mapudedoueva Huw Sia TE vouov Kat mpopyTwY KoL amo- 
oTodwy Sexomeba, car ywwokomey Kut 6uoAooUMEY, OVdEV TEpaLTEpw ToOUTwY emiCn- 
Touytes. Advvaroy yap Tapa Ta Peiwdws tro Twy Oelwy AoyiwY THS TE TaAalas 
ka Kans Siabnkns Huw eipnueva eve Tt TEpt Ocov, y bAws evvonoa. De SS. 
Trinit. init. p. 2. tom. vi. jin. 

2 Oore er kat Tis Suopua TE Kut Spoovotoy ewar Aeyor Tw Tlarpi Tov Yiov, ove 
aoundes TL KEKaLVOUPYNKWS WS EV OVOMaTwY OeTEL VooIT ay>huty, GAN, WY” odTws 
Erm@pev, TAS TpwTas EOpus EXoVTN Tapa ye TH OcomvevaTW ypapn TH ToOLade AekEL 
xpnoerat. De SS. Trin. Dial. 1. tom. y. P. 1. p. 392. 

3 ‘Ort de TavTa ObTWS EXEL, TOY KaVOVA THS aANOELAS, Tas BELas, PHL, ypabas 
Katorrevowwev. Tr ow pnow; kK. T.A. Istport Peuus. Epist. lib. iv. Ep. 
114. Ed. 1638, p. 475. 
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was, “that it was not clearly delivered in the Scrip- 
tures.”} 


TuHeoporet (fl. a. 423.) 


I proceed to Theodoret, whose testimony in our favour 
is most clear and decisive. 

First, as to Scripture being the sole authoritative rule 
of faith. 

In the first of his Dialogues on the Divine Being, 
called from the name given in them to the heterodox dis- 
putant, Eranistes, he puts into the mouth of Orthodoz, 
(the representative of his own views) the following obser- 
vation ;—“ Do not bring me human reasonings and syl- 
logisms, for I Am GOVERNED ONLY BY THE Divine Scrip- 
TURE. ? 

And a little further on, the heterodox disputant having 
observed, “ You have explained this passage well; but 
I should be glad to know how the antient doctors of the 
Church understood it,” Orthodox says,— You ought to 
have been ruled by the proofs afforded by the Apostles 
and Prophets. But since you also inquire for the inter- 
pretations of the holy Fathers, I will also, with God’s as- 
sistance, afford you this help.”> So far, then, from bring- 
ing the interpretation of the Fathers as our authority for 
deducing such doctrines from Scripture, he, in both these 
passages, clearly repudiates everything but Scripture, as 
an authority by which we are to be governed. 

But Mr. Newman quotes Theodoret, and would fain 
make us believe that his views were accordant with his 
own. “In each of the three argumentative Dialogues,” 


1 Tov wept THs exmrwoews Aoyov, udnOyn bev, GS olpot, ovk ovTa, mibavoy Se 
dokovyTa, TOAAY meV Kat GAA, Sv0 Se Kara Ye TOV HEeTEpoy AOYLT MOY, avaTpeTreLy 
Boner Ev Mev, TO Nn Tapws KeKnpuxXOa ev Tas Tpapaiss devrepoy Se 7 aKparos 
Anon. Ip. ib. lib. iv. Ep. 163. pp. 504, 5. 

2 Mn fot Aoytopovs Kat ovArAoYyicpous avOpwrivous mpoceveyKns’ eyo ‘yap 
povn mreBonat Ty Pera ypapyn. THroporer, Eran. Dialog. 1. (Op. ed. Schulz. 
tom. iy. p, 18.) 

3 Eder wev oe wetcOnva Tals amooToAKaus Kat MpopyTikals amvdeteow, Emeidy 
de kar Tas Tey aryiov marepav Epunveras em&nrers, eyw gor kat TavTHY, cw Ow 
pavat, mporotcw Thy Yepareiav. Ib, p. 43. 

GG2 
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says Mr. N., “of which his Eranistes is composed, we 
find the following significant arrangement, in accordance 
with Vincentius’s direction already commented on—the 
arguments from Scripture come first, and then passages 
from the Fathers in illustration.” True; and avery good 
arrangement this, too; and one which we may see in the 
writings of many of those whom the Tractators would stig- 
matize as violent “ ultra Protestants ;” and an arrangement 
which, when coupled with the passages we have just quoted, 
and others which we shall quote presently, is “ significant” 
of anything rather than an agreement between the views 
of Theodoret and Mr. Newman; for he blames the person 
with whom he is arguing, for asking for the interpreta- 
tions of the Fathers, after the testimonies that had been 
adduced from the Scriptures. What is still more extra- 
ordinary, Mr. N. quotes the very passage we have just 
cited, and adds to it these remarks,—“ As if he said, it is 
not now the place for bringing mere authority; I am 
proving the doctrine. Authority is well in its place, viz. 
before the controversy, but now our business is with 
Scripture.” (pp. 389, 90.) What can be the meaning of 
these words? Theodoret is here speaking of the ground, 
or evidence, or authority upon which a doctrine is to be 
received ; and the only fit ground he declares to be a de- 
monstration of it from Scripture. Mr. Newman, on the 
contrary, holds that the interpretation given to Scripture 
by the Fathers, is a necessary part of the evidence upon 
which a doctrine is to be received, a necessary part of the 
rule of faith; on which supposition Orthodox was quite 
mistaken in supposing that his opponent ought to have 
been ruled by the passages of Scripture he had adduced. 
The request made, was just what ought to have been 
made, according to the scheme of the Tractators. 

Nothing, however, can more completely prove the op- 
position of Theodoret’s views to those of the Tractators, 
than the first passage we have quoted above, (one which 
Mr. Newman has very prudently omitted,) viz. “ For I 
am ruled onty by the divine Scripture.” 
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And here we may notice, by the way, in reply to the 
notion of the Tractators that the (supposed) unity of sen- 
timent among the early Fathers in fundamental points, is 
a proof of their having learnt their views from a succes- 
sional delivery of an exposition of the faith, more full than 
what is contained in Scripture, and derived from the oral 
teaching of the Apostles, how Theodoret, when alluding 
to the agreement of various excellent men with each 
other, accounts for it. ‘I admire,” he says, “ these men 
for their agreement in the faith. For all of them gave 
the same interpretation of the evangelical declarations, as 
if they had been assembled together, and drawn up a joint 
exposition of their sentiments. Orrnopox. Immense 
mountains and seas separate them one from another ; but 
the distance has not injured their harmony. For they 
were all taught by the same spiritual grace.” 

Many, also, are the passages in which he points us to 
the Scriptures as our sole authoritative rule. 

Thus, in the same Dialogues, Eranistes having said, 
“The divine Peter hath said, ‘ Christ, therefore, having 
suffered for us in the flesh ;’” Orthodox answers, “ And 
with this agrees what I have said. For we have learnt 
the rule (or, canon) of doctrines from the divine Scripture.”* 

Again, in his work on heretical fables, he says, “ The 
divine Scripture is my teacher in what I say.’ 

Again ; “I exhort, therefore, those who fall in with this 
work, to compare the divine declarations with each of 
those wicked doctrines, and learn, by a careful compa- 
rison, how great the difference is between the false doc- 


1 Ayapat ths cumpwyvias Tous avdpas. ‘Amaytes yap THY avTHY Epunvelay THY 
evayyeAiKoy pyT@v eromnoovTo, GomEp Els TavTOY TuVEhOoVTES, Kau TO Kon Soa 
ovyypavayvres. OPO. Meyiora mev avtous am adAnAwy Kol opyn Kat TeAayn 
duro, aAAG THY TUMpwYLay oVk EMnuaveY H SiacTacis. “Cro plas yap amayTeEs 
mvevparinns evnxnonoay xapitos. Ib. p. 48. 

2 ‘O BeLos expnre Tletpos, Xpiorov ovy madovros trep nuwy capi. OP@. Tovtw 
ye Kat 6 Npmerepos cumpwver Aoyos. Ex yap Ts Oetas ypupns memaOnkapey Tov 
sav Soypatwv Kavova. Ib. Dial. 3. p. 213. 

3 Twy epnucvav didackadros 4 Beta ypapyn. Id. Heret. Fab. lib v. c. 1, 
tom. iv. p. 377+ 
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trine and the truth. .... But these are the doctrines 
of the divine Spirit, which it behoves every one to follow 
continually, and to preserve the rule of these doctrines 
immovable ; and by this rule to direct himself.” 

Further ; as to the perfection of Scripture, we may ob- 
serve the following passages. 

“The Scripture hath not used the word uncreated, but 
hath said that he is the Father. And I use that expres- 
sion which Scripture has used .. .. Though the word 
uncreated may appear to accord with our views, yet 
piety permits us not to use it; for otherwise Scripture 
would certainly have used it..... If it is written, I 
use the word; if it is not written, I am under no neces- 
sity to use it. ... I say not that to confess him to be 
uncreated, is what we cannot receive; but that although 
it may appear to fall in with our views, yet, nevertheless, 
the word not being found anywhere in the divine Scrip- 
ture, it is not necessary to use it. For if it was necessary, 
the divine Scripture would have used it.”? 

“T do not say these things definitively. For I con- 
sider it presumptuous to speak definitively of things con- 
cerning which the divine Scripture does not speak dis- 
tinctly. But I have said what I conceived was suitable 
to the views of piety.” 

“It does not become us to search after those things 

1 Tlapararw TOLVUY TOUS evTeviouevous TndE TT) avyypapn éKaoTw TOV TOVNPOV 
exevov Soypatwv mapalewat Ta Oca, Ka TH TapeteTacEr KaTapabe, doov Tov 
pevdous kar TAS aAnBelas TO Mecov . . . TavTa de Tov Oeiov TIvevuaros Sorywara: 
ois éwecOan TPOOHKEL SinveRws, Kat TOV TOUTWY aKALWn pvAaTTEL Kavova, K&L TOUTW 
Thy owceray Srevduvery puxnv. Ib. c. ult. p. 481. 

2 AAN ovk evrev 7 Ypapn To ayevntov, To Se Tlarepa avrov etvou evrev" KaleLvo 
Acyo 6 7) ypapn eimevy . . . TO wyevnToV, Kay BoKn TaLS EvvoLMs Huey Smomurrety, 
aAN 7 evoe Bera, ovk emitperret Aeyety® Et dc pn, EiTEY aUTO TAYTwS A Ypapyn ...- 
Ex yeypamtat, Aeyw" et Se ov yeypamrui, ovk exw avaryKny eimely . . , . OV Acyw 
bt TO ayerynToy avTov duodroyev umapadekroy cori Tuy" adr’ dtt Kav Sonn TaLs 
evvouus joy brommrey, AN’ dpws ws ovdapou THS Beas ypapns KElmerny THY 


povny ovk avuyycioy heyew. Et yop ny avaryrouov, ermev ay avro 7 Bera ypady- 
Id. De Sancta Trin. Dial. 2. tom. v. pp. 954—6, 

3 Eyw Se ravTu ov amopaivonevos Acyw. ToAunpov yap amopavrikws o1uat 
Acyelv, Tept wy 7 Bera diappndny ov Aeyer ypapn’ aAN dSmep Tos evoeBeot Aoyio- 
Mots apyorrew bmeAaBov etpynxa. Ip, Quest. in Genes. q. 4. tom. i. p. 8. 
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which are passed over in silence; but it behoves us to love 
those things which are written.”? 

“Tt is superfluous and unprofitable to inquire after 
those things which are passed over in silence.” * 

“ But we are instructed by these not to extinguish 
the Spirit, but to rekindle the grace which we have re- 
ceived; and to introduce nothing foreign to the divine 
Scripture, but to be satisfied with the teaching of the 
Spirit ; and to hate the heresies of those, of whom some 
have added fables to the divine oracles, and others have 
honoured their own impious imaginations above the doc- 
trine of Scripture.’ 

“Tam not so bold as to say anything which is passed 
over by the divine Scripture in silence.”# 

Moreover, as to the doctrine of the consubstantiality of 
the Son with the Father being taught fully and distinctly 
by Seripture, we have the following testimony. “ Answer 
me, my friend, [says Orthodox, in the Dialogues already 
quoted,] do we affirm that the substance of God the 
Father, and of the only-begotten Son, and of the most 
holy Spirit, is one ; as we have been taught by the divine 
Scripture, both of the Old and New Testament, and by 
the Fathers assembled at Nice, or do we follow the blas- 
phemies of Arius?’ 

Again; “ Eranistes. I said, at the commencement of 
our conversation, You nearly persuade me to become a 

! Ov be: Gyre Ta ceovynmeva’ orepye Se mpoonke Ta yeypaypeva. Ip. ib 
g. 45. tom, i. p. 57. 

2 Tlepurroy Kat avovntov To Ta ceovynueva Sntrew. Ip. Quest. in Exod. q. 26. 
tom.i. p. 143. 

3 “Hues Se madevoueda Sia Tovrwy, un oBevyuvar To mveupa, aAX’ avatwmrupe 
iy ehaBowev Xapiv* Kau undev aAAoTpLOV emELoorye TH Dela ‘ypady, aN apKeroOa 
TH Si0ackarta Tov Tvevparos, ur wuoaTTecOat Tas Giperels, wy of wey vOoUS ToLS 
Oetols Aorytois Tpocebecay’ of Se Tous dvacEBels avTwv Aoyiopous THs ypapiKns 
mpoeriunoay diavoas. Ip. Quest. in Levit. q. 9. tom. i. p. 187. 

* Ov yap otrws eu Opacus, bore pavat Tt ceovynuevoy mapa TH Oela ypapy. 
Ip. Eranist. Dial. 2, tom. iv. p. 122. 

5 Amoxpivat, w piAoTns, Tov Ocov Kat Tlarpos kat Tov povoyevous Tov, kat Tov 
mayarytov Tiveuparos, play ovotay papev, @s Tapa TNS OeLas ypapnys €didaxOnwev 


THAGLAS TE KL Veas, Kal Twy ev Nikaia ouveAnAvboTwy TaTEepwy, n TUS Apeiov 
BAacpnuias ukoAovOovpev ; In. Eranist. Dial. 1. tom. iy. p. 6. 
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consubstantialist. Orrnopox. You ought to say, to be- 
comea Christian. For when you have become a Christian, 
you will acknowledge that it is necessary to say that the © 
Son is consubstantial ; being taught it by the divine Scrip- 
tures. For whatsoever things are proper to God, these 
things are common to Father, Son, and Holy Ghost.”? 


Vincentius oF Lirins (fl a. 434.) 


We are now come to an author, whose writings are 
very confidently appealed to by the Romanists, and by 
Dr. Pusey and his party, as supporting their views, viz. 
Vincentius, “a Presbyter, in a monastery in the island of 
Lirins ;”? and I do not hesitate to admit that some passages 
in his Treatise against the profane novelties of heretics, 
speak strongly of the authority of the Fathers; although 
they do not support our opponents in the grand funda- 
mental position, that ecclesiastical tradition is to be consi- 
dered as in substance the representative of the oral teach- 
ing of the Apostles, and so a divine informant. But I 
must also observe that, as it respects the value of patristical 
tradition, his statements differ very materially from those 
of the earlier Fathers; and further, that the precept, for 
which his Treatise is more particularly celebrated, being in 
itself a useful direction in the investigation of the truth, may 
be, and is, quoted and approved, by many who do not attach 
to the results obtained by its application the same degree of 
authority, which he himself and others might be inclined to 
attribute to it. We are far, indeed, from being disposed 
to slight the testimony to which that Treatise appeals, 
but regarding it only as human testimony, we do not look 
upon it as being a proper foundation for faith to rest 
upon. Nay, considering that Vincentius himself nowhere 
claims for it a divine origin, we feel some doubt whether 


} Ecrov kat ev apxn Tov Aoyou, Tap’ oAvyoy we meiWers duoovoiacryy yeverOat. 
O. Tevorro oe ermew, Xpiotiavoy yeverOau* yevouevos ov yap Xptotiavos, em- 
yroon 6tt duoovortoy det Aeyew, avo Twy Oeiwy ypapwy diduxGeis* dou “yap Bia, ELot 
Gcou, Tavra Kowa Tarpos kau “Cov kat orytov Wvevparos. Ip. De Sancta Trin. 
Dial. 1. tom. v. pp. 944, 5. 

® GunnAv. Cat. vir. illustr. 
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he himself would have considered it in that light. . But 
at any rate, a monk at Lirins is certainly not the man to 
dictate to the Church. 

The following passages will give us a full view of his 
sentiments in this matter. I quote from the translation 
lately published at Oxford, that there may be no ground 
for cavil. 

“ Enquiring often with great desire and attention of 
very many excellent, holy, and learned men, how and by 
what means I might assuredly, and, as it were, by some 
general and ordinary way, discern the true catholic faith 
from false and wicked heresy; to this question, I had 
usually this answer of them all, that whether I or any 
other desired to find out the fraud of heretics daily spring- 
ing up, and to escape their snares, and willingly would 
continue in a sound faith, himself safe and sound, that 
he ought, two manner of ways, by God’s assistance, to 
defend and preserve his faith; that is, first, by the autho- 
rity of the law of God; secondly, by the tradition of the 
Catholic Church. Here some man, perhaps, may ask, 
seeing the canon of the Scripture is perfect, and most abun- 
dantly of itself sufficient for all things, what need we join 
unto it the authority of the Church’s understanding and 
interpretation? The reason is this, because the Scripture 
being of itself so deep and profound, all men do not un- 
derstand it in one and the same sense, but divers men di- 
versely . . . and therefore very necessary it is, for the 
avoiding of so great windings and turnings of errors so 
various, that the line of expounding the Prophets and 
Apostles be directed and drawn according to the rule of 
the ecclesiastical and catholic sense. Again, within the 
Catholic Church itself we are greatly to consider that we 
hold that which hath been believed everywhere, always, 
and of all men: for that is truly and properly catholic, as 
the very force and nature of the word doth declare, which 
comprehendeth all.things in general, after an universal 
manner; and that shall we do if we follow universality, 
antiquity, consent. Universality shall we follow thus, if 


~ 
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we profess that one faith to be true, which the whole 
Church throughout the world acknowledgeth and confes- 
seth. Antiquity shall we follow, if we depart not any 
whit from those senses, which it is plain that our holy 
elders and fathers generally held. Consent shall we like- 
wise follow, if, in this very antiquity itself, we hold the 
definitions and opinions of all, or, at any rate, almost all 
the priests and doctors together. What, then, shall a 
Catholic Christian do, if some small part of the Church 
cut itself off from the communion of the universal faith ? 
What else but prefer the health of the whole body before 
the pestiferous and corrupt member? What if some new 
infection goeth about to corrupt, not in this case only a 
little part, but the whole Church? Then, likewise, shall 
he regard, and be sure to cleave unto antiquity ; which 
can now no more be seduced by any crafty novelty. 
What if, in antiquity itself, and amongst the ancient 
Fathers, be found some error of two or three men, or 
haply of some one city or province? Then shall he dili- 
gently take heed that he prefer the universal decrees 
and determinations of an antient General Council, if such 
there be, before the temerity or folly of a few. What if 
some such case happen where no such thing can be found 2 
Then shall he labour, by conferring and laying them to- 
gether amongst themselves, to refer to, and consult the 
antient Fathers’ opinions, not of all, but of those only, 
which, living at divers times and sundry places, yet con- 
tinuing in the communion and faith of one Catholic 
Church, were approved masters and guides to be fol- 
lowed; [or, rather, “masters likely to lead us right,” 
magistri probabiles,| and whatsoever he perceiveth, not 
one or two, but all jointly, with one consent, plainly, usually, 
constantly, to have holden, written, and taught; let him know - 
that this, without scruple or doubt, he ought to believe.t 
(§§ 2, 3. Oxf. ed. 1837.) 


1 Sepe igitur magno studio et summa attentione perquirens a quamplurimis 
sanctitate et doctrina preestantibus viris, quonam modo possim certa quadam 
et quasi generali ac regulari via, Catholice fidei veritatem ab heretice pravi- 
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The same advice he repeats elsewhere (§ 27,) but im- 
mmediately after adds the following important exceptions ; 
—“‘ Which antient consent, however, of holy Fathers, is 
not so carefully and diligently to be both sought for and 
followed in every small question of the Divine Law, but 
only, or at least especially, in the rule of faith ; neither yet 


tatis falsitate discernere, hujusmodi semper responsum ab omnibus fere retuli : 
Quod sive ego sive quis alius vellet exsurgentium hereticorum fraudes depre- 
hendere, laqueosque vitare, et in fide sana sanus atque integer permanere, du- 
plici modo munire fidem suam Domino adjuvante deberet. Primo scilicet, 
divine legis auctoritate: tum deinde Kcclesiz Catholice traditione. Hic 
forsitan requirat aliquis; cum sit perfectus Scripturarum Canon, sibique ad 
omnia satis superque sufficiat, quid opus est, ut ei Ecclesiastice intelligentiz 
jungatur authoritas ? Quia videlicet Scripturam sacram pro ipsa sua altitudine 
non uno eodemque sensu universi accipiunt : sed ejusdem eloquia aliter atque 
aliter alius atque alius interpretatur: ut pene quot homines sunt, tot illine 
sententiz erui posse videantur. . . Atque idcirco multum necesse est, propter 
tantos tam varii erroris anfractus, ut Prophetice et Apostolice interpretationis 
linea secundum Ecclesiastici et Catholici sensus normam dirigatur. In ipsa 
item Catholica Ecclesia magnopere curandum est, ut id teneamus quod 
ubique quod semper quod ab omnibus creditum est. Hoc est etenim vere pro- 
prieque catholicum, quod ipsa vis nominis ratioque declarat, que omnia fere 
universaliter comprehendit. Sed hoc itademum fiet: si sequamur universi- 
tatem, antiquitatem, consensionem. Sequemur autem universitatem hoc 
modo, si hance unam fidem veram esse fateamur, quam tota per orbem terrarum 
confitetur Ecclesia: antiquitatem vero ita, si ab his sensibus nullatenus rece- 
damus, quos sanctos majores ac patres nostros celebrasse manifestum est : 
consensionem quoque itidem, si in ipsa vetustate omnium vel certe pene om- 
nium sacerdotum pariter et magistrorum definitiones sententiasque sectemur. 
Quid igitur faciet Christianus Catholicus, si se aliqua Ecclesiz particula ab 
universalis fidei communione preciderit? Quid utique nisi ut pestifero cor- 
ruptoque membro, sanitatem universi corporis anteponat? Quid si novella 
aliqua contagio non jam portiunculam tantum sed totam pariter Ecclesiam 
commaculare conetur? Tune item providebit, ut antiquitati inhereat; que 
prorsus jam non potest ab ulla novitatis fraude seduci. Quid si in ipsa vetus- 
tate, duorum aut trium hominum, vel certe civitatis unius aut etiam provincie 
alicujus error deprehendatur ? Tune omnino curabit, ut paucorum temeritati 
vel inscitie si qua sunt uniyersaliter antiquitus universalis concilii decreta pre- 
ponat. Quid si tale aliquid emergat, ubi nihil hujusmodi reperiatur? ‘Tune 
operam dabit, ut collatas inter se majorum consulat interrogetque sententias : 
eorum duntaxat, qui diversis licet temporibus et locis in unius tamen He- 
clesize Catholic communione et fide permanentes, magistri probabiles exsti- 
terunt : et quicquid non unus aut duo tantum, sed omnes pariter, uno eodem- 
que consensu, aperte, frequenter, persevyeranter, tenuisse, scripsisse, docuisse 
cognoverit, id sibi quoque intelligat absque ulla dubitatione credendum. 
Vincent. Lininens. Commonit. §§ 2. 3, ed. Oxon. 1836. 
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are heresies always, nor all, after this sort to be impugned, but 
only such as be new and upstart ; to wit, at their first spring- 
ing up, and before they have, as hindered by the short- 
ness of time, falsified the rules of the antient faith; and 
before that, the poison spreading farther, they go about 
to corrupt the Fathers’ writings ; but those heresies which 
have already got ground, and be of some continuance, are 
not this way to be dealt withal ; because, by long tract of 
time, they have had long opportunity to steal the truth. 
And therefore such kind, whether of profane schisms or 
heresies, which be of longer standing, we must not 
otherwise convince, but only, if need be, by the autho- 
rity of the Scriptures; or else avoid and detest them as 
already convicted and condemned in old time by General 
Councils of Catholic priests. Therefore, so soon as any 
infectious error beginneth to break forth, and for her de- 
fence, to steal certain words of the divine law, and craf- 
tily and fraudulently to expound them; straightways for 
the right understanding of the canon, the Fathers’ judg- 
ments are to be gathered together, by which any whatso- 
ever new, and therefore profane doctrine, growing up, 
may, without any shift, be detected; and without any de- 
lay, be condemned. But those Fathers’ opinions only 
are to be conferred together, which, with holiness, wisdom, 

and constancy lived, taught, and continued in the faith 

and communion of the Catholic Church ; and finally de- 
served either to die. faithfully in Christ, or happily for 

Christ to be martyred: whom, notwithstanding, we are to 
believe with this condition, that whatsoever either all, or 
the greater part, with one and the same mind, plainly, com- 
monly, and constantly, as it were, in a council of doctors 
agreeing together, have confirmed by receiving it, holding it, 
and delivering it; let that be accounted for undoubted, for 
certain and acknowledged truth. And whatsoever any, 
although holy and learned, although a bishop, although 
a confessor and martyr, hath holden otherwise than all, or 
against all, let that be put aside from the authority of the 
common, public, and general judgment, and reputed 
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among his own proper private and secret opinions, lest, 
with the utmost danger of our eternal salvation, we do, 
according to the custom of sacrilegious heretics and schis- 
matics, forsake the truth of the universal doctrine, and 
follow the novel error of some one man.” (§ 28.) 4 

“We said in the premises, that this always hath been, 
and even at this day is, the custom of Catholics, to try 
and examine true faith by these two manner of ways. 
First, by the authority of the Divine canon; secondly, by 
the tradition of the Catholic Church: not because the ca- 
nonical Scripture is not as to itself sufficient for all things, 
but because very many expounding God’s word at their 
own pleasure, do thereby conceive divers opinions and 
errors. And for that cause it is necessary that the inter- 


1 Que tamen antiqua sanctorum Patrum consensio, non in omnibus divine 
legis questiunculis, sed solum vel certe precipue in fidei regula magno nobis 
studio et investiganda est et sequenda, Sed neque semper neque omnes 
hereses hoc modo impugnande sunt, sed novitie recentesque tantummodo, 
cum primum scilicet exoriuntur, antequam infalsarint vetuste fidei regulas, 
ipsius temporis vetentur angustiis, ac priusquam manante latius veneno ma- 
jorum voluniina vitiare conentur. Ceterum dilatate et inveterate heereses ne- 
quaquam hac via aggrediendz sunt, eo quod prolixo temporum tractu longa iis 
furande veritatis patuerit occasio. Atque ideo quascunque illas antiquiores, 
vel schismatum vel hereseon prophanitates, nullo modo nos oportet, nisi aut 
sola, si opus est, Scripturarum auctoritate convincere, aut certe jam antiquitus 
universalibus sacerdotum Catholicorum conciliis convictas damnatasque vitare. 
Itaque cum primum mali cujusque erroris putredo erumpere ceperit, et ad 
defensionem sui, quedam sacre legis verba furari, eaque fallaciter et fraudu- 
lenter exponere, statim interpretando canoni majorum sententiz congregandz 
sunt, quibus illud quodcunque exsurgat novitium, ideoque prophanum, et 
absque ulla ambage prodatur, et sine ulla retractatione damnetur. Sed eorum 
duntaxat Patrum sententie conferende sunt, qui in fide et communione catho- 
lica sancte, sapienter, constanter viventes, docentes, et permanentes, vel mori 
in Christo fideliter, vel occidi pro Christo feliciter meruerunt. Quibus tamen 
hac lege credendum est, ut quicquid vel omnes, vel plures, uno eodemque 
sensu manifeste, frequenter, perseveranter, velut quodam consentiente sibi 
magistrorum concilio, accipiendo, tenendo, tradendo, firmaverint, id pro indu- 
bitato certo ratoque habeatur. Quicquid vero, quamvis ille sanctus et doctus, 
quamyis Episcopus, quamvis Confessor et Martyr, preter omnes, aut etiam 
contra omnes senserit, id inter proprias et occultas, et privatas opiniunculas, 
a communis publice ac generalis sententi# auctoritate secretum sit: ne cum 
summo eterne salutis periculo, juxta sacrilegam hereticorum et schismati- 
corum consuetudinem, universalis dogmatis antiqua veritate dimissa, unius 
hominis novitium sectemur errorem. In. ib. § 28, 
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pretation of the heavenly Scripture be directed according 
to the one only rule of the Church’s understanding : only 
be it observed, especially in those questions upon which the 
foundations of the whole Catholic doctrine do depend. 
Likewise we said that, even within the Church, we were 
to look to the consent, both of universality and antiquity, 
that so we be neither carried away from sound unity to 
the side of schism, nor yet cast headlong from antiquity 
of religion into heretical novelties. We said, also, that 
in ecclesiastical antiquity itself, we were diligently to ob- 
serve, and seriously to consider two things,—unto which 
all those that will not be heretics, must, of necessity, cling 
fast. The first is, that which hath, in old time, been de- 
termined by all the priests of the Catholic Church, by 
authority of a General Council. The second is, that if 
any new question did arise, in which that were not to be 
found, we ought to have recourse to the sayings of the 
holy Fathers ; but yet of those only who, in their time 
and place, were approved masters [magistri probabiles], 
being such as continued in the unity of the communion 
and faith; and whatsoever we find that they held with 
one mind and one consent, to judge that without all 


scruple to be the true and catholic doctrine of the 
Church.” (§ 29.) 


1 Diximus in superioribus hanc fuisse semper et esse hodieque Catholicorum 
consuetudinem, ut fidem veram duobus his modis approbent. Primum, di- 
vini canonis auctoritate, deinde Ecclesiz Catholicz traditione ; non quia canon 
solus non sibi ad universa sufficiat, sed quia verba divina pro suo plerique ar- 
bitratu interpretantes varias opiniones erroresque concipiant, atque ideo ne- 
cesse sit, ut ad unam Keclesiastici sensus regulam Scriptura ccelestis intelli- 
gentia dirigatur ; in lis duntaxat precipue questionibus, quibus totius Catho- 
lici dogmatis fundamenta nituntur. Item diximus, in ipsa rursus Ecclesia 
universitatis pariter et antiquitatis consensionem spectari oportere, ne aut ab 
unitatis integritate in partem schismatis abrumpamur, aut e vetustatis reli- 
gione in hereseon novitates precipitemur. Item diximus in ipsa Ecclesiae 
vetustate duo quedam vehementer studioseque observanda, quibus penitus 
inherere deberent, quicunque heretici esse nollent. Primum si quid esset 
antiquitus ab omnibus Ecclesiz Catholice sacerdotibus universalis concilii 
auctoritate decretum. MDeinde si qua nova exsurgeret questio, ubi id minime 
reperiretur, recurrendum ad Sanctorum Patrum sententias, eorum duntaxat, 
qui suis quique temporibus et locis, in unitate communionis et fidei perma- 


ON THE SUBJECT OF THIS WORK. 463 


“ Necessary it is for all Catholics which desire to show 
themselves true children of their mother the Church, to ad- 
here, stick close, and hold, even to death, unto the holy 

faith of their holy Fathers ; but to detest and abhor, pur- 
sue and drive out, the profane novelties of all profane 
men whatsoever.” (§ 33.)} 

These are the passages in which Vincentius has stated 
his views on the subject before us ; and we cannot but ob- 
serve that,in many material points, they differ from those 
of Dr. Pusey and his party. In the first place, there is 
not the slightest intimation that the consent of the Ca- 
tholic Fathers is to be received as the representative of 
the oral teaching of the Apostles, and thus a divine in- 
formant,—a point which, had Vincentius held, he could 
not have failed here to notice. 

And one of our opponents’ own referees, Bishop Stil- 
lingfleet, tells us that Vincentius here “speaks of such 
an universal tradition, which depends wholly upon anti- 
quity, universality, and consent; and never so much as 
mentions, much less pretends to, anything of infallibi- 
lity.” ... “ Vincentius speaks of such a kind of tradi- 
tion as hath no connexion with infallibility. For if Vin- 
centius had even in the least thought of any such thing, 
so great and zealous an opposer of heresies could not 
have left out that which had been more to his purpose 
than all that he had said.”? 

Nay, it is obvious that he did not trace their consent 
to this source ; for he says ;—‘‘ The holy and catholic con- 
sent of which blessed Fathers, lest any man think that he 
may rashly contemn, the Apostle saith, in his First Epistle 
to the Corinthians, ‘ And some verily hath God set in his 


nentes, magistri probabiles exstitissent ; et quidquid uno sensu atque consensu 
tenuisse invenirentur, id Ecclesiz verum et catholicum absque ullo scrupulo 
judicaretur. Ip. ib. § 29. 

1 Necesse est profecto omnibus deinceps catholicis, qui sese Ecclesia matris 
legitimos filios probare student, ut sancte sanctorum Patrum fidei inhereant, 
adglutinentur, immoriantur, prophanas vero prophanorum noyitates detes- 
tentur, horrescant, insectentur, persequantur. In. ib. § 33. 

2 Rat. Grounds of Prot. Rel. Pt. 1. ¢. 9. pp. 278, 9. 
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Church, first Apostles ; of which himself was one: ‘ se- 
condly, prophets,’ as Agabus was, of whom we read in 
the Acts: ‘thirdly, doctors, which now are called ex- 
pounders; whom, also, this Apostle sometime nameth 
prophets ; because, by them, are expounded and declared 
to the people the mysteries of the prophets ; these, there- 
fore, divinely disposed and placed in the Church of God, 
at divers times and sundry places, agreeing all in one mind 
in Christ, touching the understanding of catholic doctrine, 
whosoever contemneth, doth not contemn man, but God.” 
(§ 28.)! In this passage we may clearly see the ground 
upon which he rests the claims of that consent of which 
he speaks. 

Moreover, he warns us, in a passage already quoted, 
that “this consent is not to be sought for and followed 
with great care by us in all the small questions of the di- 
vine law, but only, or at any rate principally, in the rule of 
faith ;” (§ 28.) that is, as he says in the next section, “ those 
questions upon which the foundations of the whole Catholic 
doctrine do depend.” So that he who pleads consent of 
Fathers as determining anything beyond the rule of faith ; 
that is according to the well-known patristical use of the 
term, the creed, or those points upon which the foundations 
of the whole Catholic faith rest, cannot quote Vincentius as 
supporting him in so doing. How far, then, Dr. Pusey 
and his party gain any great practical benefit for their 
cause from this Treatise of Vincentius, I leave the reader 
to judge. 

But to this very important limitation to the use of the 
general rule, the Tractators pay no attention ; but, on the 

! Quorum beatorum Patrum Sanctum Catholicumque consensum, ne quis 
sibi temere forte contemnendum arbitretur, ait in prima ad Corinth. Apo- 
stolus ; [Vide 1 Cor. xii. 26, Simil. Eph. iv. 11.] Et quosdam quidem posuit 

‘ Deus in ecclesia, primum Apostolos, quorum ipse unus erat: Secundo Pro- 
phetas, qualem in Actibus Apostolorum legimus Agabum: tertio, Doctores, 
qui Tractatores nunc appellantur, quos hic idem Apostolus etiam Prophetas 
interdum nuncupat, eo quod per eos Prophetarum mysteria populis aperiantur. 
Hos ergo in Ecclesia Dei divinitus per tempora et loca dispensatos, quisquis 


in sensu Catholici dogmatis unum aliquid in Christo sentientes contempserit, 
non hominem contemnit, sed Deum, Ip. ib, § 28, 
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contrary, apply the rule continually to those cases in 
which we are warned by Vincentius not to apply it. The 
controversy which they have raised in the Church, re- 
spects. as they must be well aware, points to which Vin- 
centius did not intend his rule to apply; and therefore, at 
any rate, with the exception of the single point of the de- 
gree of weight due to the writings of the Fathers on the 
points of faith recognized by the early Church as funda- 
mental, the Treatise of Vincentius is against their patristi- 
cal appeals. 

Further; he allows that only new heresies ought to be 
so attacked, and not those which are old; whose authors 
have had the opportunity of corrupting the Fathers’ 
writings. These latter, he admits, are to be condemned 
only by the authority of the Scriptures; or else avoided, 
as already condemned by General Councils of Catholic 
priests. (§ 28.) 

What is more, and is directly opposed to the statements 
of our opponents, he affirms plainly and with reiteration, 
that “ THE CANON OF SCRIPTURE IS PERFECT, AND MOST 
ABUNDANTLY (SATIS SUPERQUE) OF ITSELF SUFFICIENT FOR 
ALL THINGS.” (§ 2, and again § 29.) And if such is the 
case, it can be only the negligence of man that prevents 
his obtaining a knowledge of what it reveals from itself. 
In fact, it is quite inconsistent with this admission to say, 
as Vincentius seems to do elsewhere, that patristical tra- 
dition is necessary to enable us to understand the faith ; 
in which also he is, as we shall hereafter see, opposed to 
earlier and far better authorities, Chrysostom and Augus- 
tine for instance, who unequivocally affirm that Scripture 
is clear in all the fundamentals. 

Still further; the general tenor of the advice here given 
by Vincentius as to our consulting the writings of the 
great lights of the Church from the beginning, to ascer- 
tain what they held as to the great fundamental truths of 
Christianity, is such as no sane man will dispute the pro- 
priety of. The writings of the most learned and pious 
among the Fathers are appealed to by men of all opinions 
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and parties, and every man feels their support, especially 
the concurrent support of a great number of them, to be 
the strongest confirmatory argument for the truth, next 
to Scripture, though at an immeasurable distance. 

Hence the rule of Vincentius as to the mode of ascer- 
taining catholic consent has been frequently quoted and 
approved by Protestant writers; who, however, are not 
answerable for all that he may have said in his treatise ; 
and as far as the rule can be applied, it is a very good and 
useful one; but as to that consent which fully answers his 
description, we say with Bishop Stillingfleet, “ Wise men 
who have throughly considered of Vincentius his way, 
though in general they cannot but approve of it so far as 
to think it highly improbable that there should ‘be anti- 
quity, universality, and consent against the true and 
genuine sense of Scripture, yet when they consider this 
way of Vincentius, with all those cautions restrictions and 
limitations set down by him, they are apt to think that 
HE HATH PUT MEN TO A WILD-GOOSE CHASE TO FIND OUT 
ANYTHING ACCORDING TO HIS RULES; and that St. Augus- 
tine spake a great deal more to the purpose when he spake 
concerning all the writers of the Church, that although they 
had never so much learning and sanctity, he did not think 
it true because they thought so, but because they persuaded 
him to believe it true, either from the authority of Scrip- 
ture, or some probable reason.” 1 Nevertheless, it is evi- 
dent, that to nothing less than a consent which answers 
his description are we entitled to attribute, upon his au- 
thority, the weight which he attaches only to that of which 
he speaks. 

The only point, then, in which Vincentius can be ap- 
pealed to as supporting the views of the Tractators, is the 
authority he attributes to a certain concurrent testimony 
of Fathers on points entering into what he calls the rule 
of faith ; and the question is, are we to suppose that he 
held such consent to be binding upon the conscience, or 
only a strong persuasive argument? I willingly admit, 


! Grounds of Prot. Rel. Pt. i. ¢. 9. p. 279. 
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that of the authority of such consent he has spoken in 
strong terms, but then it must be remembered that he is 
speaking to the professed members of his own commu- 
nion, and his meaning may be no more than this,—that 
if they wished to belong to that communion, their belief, 
as it respected fundamental points, must agree with those 
of the received doctors of that communion. That com- 
munion he of course called, as he considered it to be, the 
Church. But would he have addressed heretics in the 
same way? Would he have said to them, The consent of 
those whom I eall the orthodox Fathers has authority 
over your faith as containing the substance of a divine 
revelation? I doubt whether he would. And if he had, 
of this I am sure, that the earlier Fathers would not have 
done so; of which we have one direct proof in the case of 
Augustine, already mentioned, who, in reasoning with 
Maximinus, gives up the binding authority even of the 
Council of Nice. Indeed, the absurdity of the thing is 
evident. For the question is, which is the orthodox doc- 
trine in the fundamentals of Christianity? And the wise 
plan here suggested for determining it would then be, 
that we must abide by the decision of the orthodox. Which 
leaves us just as much at a loss as ever. For how are we to 
know who the orthodox are, if we do not know what the 
orthodox doctrine is? And nothing is gained by taking 
for granted what involves the very thing to be proved, 
viz. which are the orthodox. 

And we cannot but observe that there is one striking 
difference between his Treatise and the observations of 
the earlier Fathers upon the same subject; and that is, 
the want of any reference to Spiritual teaching. In a 
Treatise written to instruct men how to preserve themselves 
from the contagion of heresy, not a hint is to be found 
directing men to seek that Spiritual teaching, which alone 
will lead them into any saving knowledge of the truth, 
and the necessity of which is so strongly insisted on by the 
earlier Fathers, as we shall abundantly show presently. 

Amid all his protestations of regard for the Fathers, he 
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seems wholly to have forgotten their observations respect- 
ing the expectation we are encouraged to entertain that 
God will accompany the reading of his own word with a 
blessing, which he has not promised to the writings of 
men, and that the Holy Spirit is promised to lead the 
earnest and sincere inquirer to the knowledge of the 
meaning of his own word. 

And however inconvenient it may be that men should 
support the vagaries of their own brains under the idea 
that the Spirit of God has taught them that such is the 
meaning of the word of God, will the Tractators guarantee 
us that none of those who conduct their inquiry upon 
their principles, shall weary us with the vagaries of other 
men’s brains? Men are at least as likely, I think, to take 
up unfounded notions from a reliance upon patristical tra- 
dition, as from a reliance upon the promised aid of God’s 
Holy Spirit in the humble and sincere perusal of Scripture. 

Lastly, it should not be forgotten that there is strong 
reason to suppose that this Treatise of Vincentius was 
written for the purpose of supporting Semipelagianism. 
That Vincentius was a Semipelagian is tolerably clear, 
and that he wrote a Semipelagian work against Augus- 
tine ;1 and these views were apparently held in common 
with him by the monks of his monastery.* Now the 
Semipelagians defended themselves on the ground that 
they had antiquity on their side, and brought against 
Augustine the charge of novelty ;* and, consequently, in 
all probability, this work, written professedly to show that 
antiquity was to be followed, and novelty avoided, was 
written merely to aid his party in this controversy. 

It appears to me, that there is much truth in the fol- 
lowing observations of the learned Dr. Rainoldes on this 
subject, in his Conference with Hart, whom I quote, not 
as an authority, but as a witness worthy for his learning 
to be heard on such a point. 


1 Cave, Hist. Lit. vol. i, p. 425. 
2 Cave, ibid. 


3 See Prosp. ad August. Ep, and Cave. 
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“ T liked,” he says, “ his [i. e. Vincentius’s] judgment in 
the general point touching the sufficiency and perfectness 
of Scriptures, which I know you like not, though you make 
greater semblance of liking him than J. If in the particu- 
lars I mislike somewhat, let the blame be laid upon the 
blameworthy; not me who stand to that which he hath 
spoken well, but him who falleth from it. For laying his 
foundation as it were on a rock, he buildeth up his house 
beside it on the sand. That Scripture is sufficient alone 
against heretics, so that it be taken in the right sense 
expounded by the rules of the catholic faith ; this hath he 
well avouched as on the rock of God’s word. But that 
the rules of faith and sense of the Scripture must be tried 
and judged by the consent, antiquity, and universality of 
the Church, this hath he added not so well as on the 
sand of men’s opinions. The difference of the points may 
be perceived by St. Austin, who, joining in the former of 
them with Vincentius, doth leave him in the latter. For 
Austin, as he setteth the ground of religion in the right 
sense and catholic meaning of the Scripture; so teacheth 
he that this must be known and tried by the Scripture 
itself, the infallible rule of truth, not by the fickle minds 
of men. (De Doctr. Christ. ch. 2. div. 2.) And to have 
taught hereof as Austin doth, it had agreed best with the 
foundation of Vincentius; which maketh the rule of 
Scriptures alone sufficient for all things. But because 
the weaker and ruder sort of Christians have not skill to 
know the right exposition of Scripture from the wrong, 
therefore he, tempering himself to their infirmity, doth 
give them outward sensible marks to know it by. Wherein 
he dealeth with them as if a philosopher, having said that 
a man is areasonable creature, should, because his scholars 
cannot discern of reason, (whereof the show is such in 
many brute beasts that some have thought them reason- 
able) describe him more plainly by outward marks and 
accidents, as namely, that he hath two feet and no 
feathers. They report that Plato defined a man so: a 
man is a living creature, two-footed, unfeathered. For 
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which definition, when he was commended, Diogenes 
took a capon, and having plucked his feathers off, did 
bring him in to the school of Plato, saying, This is Plato’s 
man. The holy word of God is the same in the Church 
that reason isin aman. Whereupon we give it for an 
essential mark, as I may term it, of the Church, by which 
the Church is surely known and discerned. But the 
show of God’s word is such in many heretics, as of reason 
in brute beasts, that some who have no skill to discern 
that mark, do think it impossible to know the Church by 
it. Your fellows hereupon describe the Church by out- 
ward and accidental marks, as namely, by antiquity, suc- 
cession, consent. These are very plausible, and many do 
commend them highly. But he that hath half an eye of 
a philosopher, I mean a wise Christian, need not play 
Diogenes in plucking feathers off to show that these 
marks may agree to a capon.” (Hd. 1584. pp. 191—3.) 

These are the observations of a man pre-eminently 
learned, and one therefore whose testimony on such a 
point, i.e. as to the uncertainty of the evidence afforded 
by what passes under the name of antiquity, succession, 
and consent, is entitled to great regard. And the mis- 
takes and misrepresentations of Vincent in the applica- 
cation of his own rule, in his observations for instance as 
to Agrippinus and Nestorius, to which we have already 
referred in former parts of this work, are alone sufficient 
to make us cautious in the matter. 


Satvian (fl. a. 440.) 


“ Tf,” says Salvian, “ you wish to know what is to be 
held, you have the Sacred Scriptures to refer to.” 1 

“ Condemn me, if I shall not show that the Holy 
Scriptures also have affirmed that which I assert.” 2 


1 Si scire vis quid tenendum sit, habes literas sacras. SAtvianN. De Gu- 
bern. Dei, lib. iii. (Ed. Par. 1669. p. 42.) 

* Condemna, si id quod assero non etiam Scripturas sacras dixisse monstra- 
vero. Ib. Lib. iv. p. 85. 
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“The teaching of the evangelical volumes is full of 
every kind of perfection.” 


Prosper (fl. a. 444.) 


Prosper giving a figurative interpretation to those 
words, “ who stretchest out the heavens like a curtain,” 
(Ps. civ. 2.) or skin, as he translates it, says,—“ that the 
holy Seripture is called heaven, the authority of which 
God at the beginning placed as a firmament in his 
Church, and which by the ministry of preachers he ex- 
tended as a skin over the whole world.”* An interpreta- 
tion whimsical enough doubtless, but showing neverthe- 
less the view he took of the exclusive claims of Scrip- 
ture. 

And in another work passing under his name, it is 
said, “ What, therefore, may be the causes of these dif- 
ferences under the same dispensation of grace, or what 
the reasons, who shall say, since the Holy Scriptures do 
not say?’ 3 


Cosmas Inpicop.Leustes (fl. a, 535.) 


“Tt behoveth not a perfect Christian,” saith Cosmas, 
“to attempt to confirm anything from those [writings] 
that are doubted of, the canonical and commonly received 
Scriptures explaining all things sufficiently, both concern- 


1 Eyangelicorum voluminum plenam omni perfectionis genere doctrinam. 
Ib. Lib. iii. p. 45. 

2 ¢ Extendens celum sicut pellem’.... Si figuratam. significationem 
adnitamur inspicere, invenimus extendere Deum cclum sicut pellem, cum 
intelligimus Sanctam Scripturam cclum appellatum, cujus auctoritatem primo 
quasi firmamentum in Ecclesia sua posuit, et quam super omnem orbem terra- 
rum per ministeria predicantium quasi pellem extendit. Prosper, In 
Psalm ciii. [al. civ.] Op. ed. Par. 1711. col. 382, 

3 Que itaque cause sint harum sub eadem gratia dissimilitudinum, queve 
rationes, sanctis Scripturis non loquentibus quis loquetur? De vocat. gent, 
lib. ii. ec. 9. Op. col..895. This work, however, is supposed by Vossius to 
have been written by Prosper Aurelianensis, who lived at the beginning of the 
next century. (See Cave.) The reader may, therefore, if he please, refer it 
to that period. 
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ing the heavens and the earth and the elements, and 
every doctrine received by Christians.”1 And surely such 
a man, who had travelled far and wide, was likely, if any, 
to take a catholic view of the matter. 


Anastasius oF AntiocH (fl. a. 561.) 


We cannot well have a clearer testimony upon the 
whole of the first four points than what is contained in 
few words in the following remark of Anastasius. 

“Tt is clear,” he says, “ that those things which the 
divine Scripture has passed over are not to be inquired 
into; for all things which tend to our profit the Holy 
Spirit has dispensed and administered to us.”* This brief 
sentence will be found, upon consideration, to include 
everything for which we contend. 


Greaory (fl. a. 590.) 


We close our list with the celebrated Gregory. 

Commenting on Job xxviii. 1. “ There is a vein for 
the silver, and a place for gold where they fine it,” he 
says,—* By silver eloquence, by gold celebrity of life or 
wisdom, is usually designated. And since the heretics so 
boast of the beauty of their eloquence, that they care not 
to strengthen themselves by the authority of the sacred 
books, (which books are as certain veins of silver in respect 
to what we say, since from them we derive what we say,) he 
recalls them to the pages of sacred authority, that if they 
wish to speak the truth, they ought to take from thence what 
they say. And he says, ‘ The silver has the sources of 


1 Ou xpn our Tov TeAELOY XpioTLavoY EK TwV oppiBarrAopevov emornpiec bar, 
Tov evdiabeTav Kar KoLYwS GMoAoynuEvaY ypapwy ikayws TavTa uNVUOYTwY, TEpL 
TE TOV OVPAYOYV Kal TNS YNS Kal TwY OTOLXELWY KQL TOAVYTOS TOV Soyparos TOV Xpic- 
tiavev, Cosm. Inpic. De Mundo, lib, vii. in Coll. Nov. Script. Montf, vol. ii. 
p. 292. 

2 Quod que silentio preteriit Scriptura divina non sint scrutanda, est 
perspicuum. Omnia enim que faciunt ad nostram utilitatem dispensavit et 
administravit Spiritus Sanctus. Anastas. AntiocH. Anag. Contempl. in 
Hexam. lib. vill. init. (Bibl. Paty. ed. Col. 1618, et seg. Tom. vi. P. 1. 
p. 666.) 
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its veins ;’ as if he were clearly to say, He who would 
prepare himself to preach the true gospel, must take the 
grounds of his arguments from the sacred pages, that he may 
reduce everything he says to the foundation of divine autho- 
rity, and upon it build the edifice of his speech.” 

And to Scripture he sends us as the Judge of controver- 
sies. “ A man full of right faith . .. . collects together 
those very testimonies of Holy Scripture which the heretic 
produces, and thence refutes his error .... When we 
overcome the heretics, boasting and bringing against us 
sentences of Holy Scripture, by the same words and sen- 
tences which they adduce, we as it were behead the proud 
Goliath with his own sword. Therefore the just man is 
clothed with those garments which the unjust prepares ; 
because the holy man uses the same passages in support 
of the truth by which every perverse heretic endeavours 
to show himself learned against the truth.” * 

Moreover, in his view Scripture declares the whole 
faith ; for “ by it,” he says, “ God speaks all he desires.” 8 


! Job xxviii. 1. ‘ Habet argentum, venarum suarum principia; et auro 
locus est in quo conflatur.’ In argento eloquium, in auro vite vel sapientiz 
claritas designari solet. Et quia heretici sic de eloquii sui nitore superbiunt, 
ut nulla sacrorum librorum auctoritate solidentur, (qui libri ad loquendum 
nobis quasi quedam argenti vene sunt, quia de ipsis locutionis nostre origi- 
nem trahimus) eos ad sacre auctoritatis paginas revocat: ut si vere loqui 
desiderant, inde sumere debeant quid loquantur. Et ait, * Habet argentum, 
yenarum suarum principia.’? Ac si aperte dicat ; Qui ad vere pradicationis 
verba se preparat, necesse est ut causarum origines a sacris paginis sumat, ut 
omne quod loquitur ad divine auctoritatis fundamentum reyocet, atque in eo 
wdificium locutionis sue firmet. Grucor. M. Moral. sive Expos. in Job. 
Lib. xviii. c. 26. (Op. ed. Bened. Par. 1705. Tom. i. col. 573.) 

* Vir recta fide plenus .... ea ipsa Scripture sacre que hereticus 
affert testimonia colligit, et erroris ejus pertinaciam inde convincit,..... 
cum superbientes hereticos et sacre Scripture sententias deferentes eisdem 
verbis atque sententiis quas proferunt vincimus, quasi elatum Goliam suo 
gladio detruncamus. Justus ergo vestitur eis vestimentis que preparat injus- 
tus; quia vir sanctus eisdem sententiis ad veritatem utitur quibus se perversus 
quisque doctum ostendere contra veritatem conatur. Ip, Moral. sive Exp. 
in Job. c. xxvii. vv. 16, 17, Lib. xviii. c.16. Tom. i. col. 566, 7. 

3 Per eam [i. e. Scripturam] Deus loquitur omne quod vult. Ip, ibid. 
Lib. xvi. c. 35. Tom. i. col. 517. 
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“In this volume, all things that edify, all things that 
instruct, are contained in writing.” 

Again, commenting on the passage, “They dwell by 
the abundant rivers,” he says,—‘ While they adhere 
altogether to the directions of Scripture, so as to do 
nothing but what the Scriptures exhort, they as it were 
evade the enemy, by throwing themselves into the water. 
And they [i. e. the Scriptures] are called abundant rivers, 
because on whatsoever points of difficulty counsel is sought 
in the Scriptures, it is found there fully on all points, 
without any deficiency.” * 

“ Elihu, foreseeing that God would form the Holy 
Scripture, that in it he might reply to both the public and 
private questions of all, says, ‘ Do you contend with him 
for not having answered all your words? God will speak 
once, and will not a second time repeat the same thing.’ 
As if he should say, God answers not the hearts of each 
individual by secret words, but constructs such a speech 
as that by it he may satisfy the questions of all. To wit 
in the declarations of his Scripture we each, if we seek, 
find what we are inquiring for.” 3 

“ What, indeed, is the Holy Scripture, but a Letter of 
the omnipotent God to hiscreature? . . . . Study, there- 
fore, I beseech you, and daily meditate upon the words of 

1 In hoc volumine cuncta que edificant omnia que erudiunt scripta con- 
tinentur. Ip. In Ezech, lib. i. hom. 9. ad fin. Tom. i. col. 1264. 

2 «Resident juxta fluenta plenissima’?..... Dum se consiliis Scrip- 
ture ex toto addicunt, ut videlicet nihil agant nisi yuod ex responso Scriptu- 
rarum audiunt, quasi in aquam se projicientes hosti illudunt. Que fluenta 
plenissima dicuntur, quia de quibuscumque scrupulis in Scripturis consilium 


queritur sine minoratione de omnibus ad plenum invenitur. Ip. In Cant. 
ce. 5. v.12. Tom. ili. P.2. col. 440. 

3 Eliu autem previdens quod Scripturam sacram Dominus conderet, ut 
in ea vel publicis vel occultis cunctorum questionibus responderet, ait, 
¢ Adversus eum contendis, quod non ad omnia verba responderit tibi. Semel 
loquetur Deus et secundo id ipsum non repetet.’ Ac si diceret,-—Deus singu- 
lorum cordibus privatis vocibus non respondet, sed tale eloquium construit 
per quod cunctorum questionibus satisfaciat. In Scripture quippe ejus 
eloquio causas nostras singuli, si requirimus, invenimus. Ip. Moral. sive 
Expos. in Job. Lib. xxiii. c. 19. Tom. i. col. 747. 
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your Creator; learn the mind of God in the words of 
(God, * 


SECT. IV.--WHETHER SCRIPTURE IS THE SOLE DIVINE RULE 
OF PRACTICE. 


I now proceed to consider the testimony of the Fathers 
on the question, Whether Scripture is the sole divine Rule 
of practice. 

That it is so on all matters necessary to salvation, the 
passages we have already quoted in the last section, are, I 
hope, amply sufficient to prove to have been the general 
opinion of the Fathers, and one which they very earnestly 
insisted upon. 

But, as it respects the question whether there are any 
rites or practices among non-essentials, not mentioned in 
Scripture, which have an indubitable right to be consi- 
dered as of Apostolical institution, and a proportionate 
claim upon our regard, I admit that some of the Fathers 
appear occasionally inclined to support the affirmative. 

Nevertheless, even here we maintain that some of them 
have distinctly advocated the view for which we contend ; 
and that others who appear in some parts of their writings 
to take the opposite view, have elsewhere so modified 
those statements, as to leave their testimony, upon the 
whole, but little different, to all practical purposes, to that 
of the former; and further that, even were it not so, our 
opponents, both Romanists and Tractators, could not con- 
sistently maintain that such (supposed) Apostolical tradi- 
tions are obligatory on us, because they do not themselves 
adopt them all. 

First, then, we maintain that some of the Fathers dis- 
tinctly advocate the view that in all points Holy Serip- 
ture is the sole divine Rule of practice. 


1 Quid est autem Scriptura sacra nisi quedam Epistola omnipotentis Dei 
ad creaturam suam?....... Stude ergo, queso, et quotidie Creatoris 
tui verba meditare ; disce cor Dei in verbis Dei. Ip. Epist. lib.iv. Ep. 31. 
ad Theodorum Medicum. Tom. ii. col. 712. 
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For instance the testimony of 


Cyprian (fl. a. 248.) 


to this is plain and distinct ; as appears by the extracts 
already given from his writings in a preceding part of this 
volume.! So clear, indeed, is his testimony, that a learned 
Roman Catholic writer finds fault, as we have seen, with 
some of his own communion, for quoting him as favour- 
able to the Romish view of the question; confessing that 
“ Cyprian acknowledged no other tradition than what is 
contained in the Scriptures.” ® 

And to Cyprian we may, I think without hesitation, 
add, 


Firm1iaAn oF Cmsarea (fl. a. 233.) 


who, in his Letter to Cyprian,’ very strongly expresses _ 
his approval of what Cyprian had written to Stephen, 
Bishop of Rome, on the question of rebaptization, as 
quoted above ;* and ridicules the plea of Stephen that 
their customs at Rome were derived from Apostolical tra- 
dition, as one evidently contradicted by fact ;° and having, 
as he thinks, proved from Scripture, that the practice he 
followed was the right one, he says, “‘ Who is so vain as to 
prefer custom to truth?” ° adding, “ But we to truth join also 
custom, and to the custom of the Romans oppose custom ; 
but the custom of truth ; holding this to have been from the 
beginning which was delivered by Christ and the Apostle ;”7 
i. e. in the Scriptures, to which he had been referring. 
‘Nor do we recollect,” he says, “that this had any be- 
ginning with us, since it was always observed here.’® 

Putting these passages together (and we have only this 
one Epistle to judge from), it seems tolerably clear that 

1S ep. 317—25 above. 

2 See p. 323 above. 

3 Inter Cypriani Epist. ep. 75, init. 

4 See pp. 317, 18 above. 

5 See the passage quoted vol. 1. pp. 335 and 433. 
§ Quis tam vanus sit, ut veritati consuetudinem preeferat. Ib. 
7 
8 


See vol. i. p. 334, 
See ib. 
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Firmilian’s view on the point now in question, was the 
same as that of Cyprian; especially when we observe that 
while he claimed immemorial usage in favour of the custom 
in his own parts, he did not place its observance on that 
ground, but on the directions of Scripture. 

That the name of Apostolical tradition was mistakenly 
pleaded for practices in use in the primitive church, 
others of the Fathers will tell us, as we have already had 
occasion to notice, in the case of the controversy as to the 
observance of Easter;! and Irenzus admits that this 
might arise from some bishops being negligent, and al- 
lowing that to go down to posterity as a custom which 
was introduced through simplicity and ignorance.* 

And hence men of experience and judgment among 
them saw the necessity of Scripture proof in such matters, 
before anything could be confidently affirmed to have 
sprung from Apostolical tradition, as we see in the testi- 
mony of another witness in our favour among the Fathers, 
whose “ peculiar judgment and diligence” are praised, 
both by the Romanist Valesius, and our own Cave, namely, 


Socrates THE Historian (fl. a. 439.) 

Speaking of the difference in the Church as to the 
time of observing Easter, some saying that their custom 
was derived from John, others theirs from Peter and 
Paul, Socrates adds,—“ But none of these can show a 
Scriptural demonstration concerning these things. I 
thence conjecture, therefore, that the feast of Easter is 
observed in each place rather from some custom.” And 
a little further on, he says,—“ And since no one can show 


! See vol. i. pp. 323 et seq. and Rouru Relig. S. vol. i. pp. 391 &s. See, 
also, Dionys. ALex. Ep. Canon. in Routh Reliq. 8. vol. ii. pp. 385 &s. To 
the cases already mentioned, we may add the practice of praying towards the 
East, for which Or1cen (In Num. hom. 5. ii. 284) the author of the “ Quest. 
et Resp. ad Orthod.’” (Inter Just. op. resp. 118.) and the author of the 
Apostolical Constitutions (lib. ii. ¢. 57.) contend as an Apostolical tradition ; 
but which Leo, so far from considering such, absolutely disapproves of. (LEon. 
Serm. 7. de Christi nativ. ¢. 4.) This is noticed by the Benedictines them- 
selves in a note on Origen, as quoted above. 

2 See vol. i. pp. 326 and 433. 
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a Scriptural command concerning this, it is manifest that, 
even with respect to this matter, the Apostles committed it to 
the opinion and choice of each individual.” 

We have here, then, sufficient testimony to show us 
that the view for which we contend, has good and able 
witnesses in its behalf among the early Fathers. 

Nor can I pass on without reminding the reader of the 
remarkable passage already quoted from 


Grecory or Nyssa (fl. a. 370.) 


in which he puts forward the Rule of Scripture as our 
guide in matters of practice, in a way which is totally in- 
consistent with the views of our opponents.? 


Still further we may observe, secondly, that of those 
who appear in some parts of their writings to take the 
opposite view, some have elsewhere so modified their tes- 
timony as to leave it upon the whole but little different, 
to all practical purposes, to that of the former. 

Such is the case, certainly, with 


JEROME (fl. a. 378.) 


“As to your inquiry,” he says, “respecting the Sab- 
bath, whether we ought to fast on it; and respecting the 
Eucharist, whether it is to be received daily, a practice 
the Church of Rome and that of Spain are reported to 
observe, Hippolytus, a most eloquent man, has also 
written ..... But I think that you should be briefly 
admonished that ecclesiastical traditions, especially those 
which do not affect the faith, are so to be observed as they 
are delivered by our ancestors; and that the custom of 
some is not to be overthrown by the contrary custom of others 


1 ANN ovders wey TovTwY eyypapoy Exel TapucxXEW THY Tept ToVTwWY amodeLkY. 
OTL wevTol EK OUVNPELAS TIVOS MAAAOV KaTa Xwpas emiTEAELTAL TOU Maocxa éoprn, 
exelOey TEKMGLpOMaL . . + « Kau emeidn ovders mept Touvtou eyypupoy exer deikar 
mapayyeAua, SnAov ws Kat TEpt ToUTOV TH EKaoTOV YywUN Kat Mpoalperes emeTpePuy 
of AwogroAot. SocratT. Hist, Eccles, lib. v. c. 22. (Ed. Reading. vol. ii. 
pp. 294, 5.) See the whole passage more fully quoted, vol. i. pp. 327—9. 

2 See p. 406 above. 
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. . . but let every province abound in its own views, and 
esteem the precepts of rts ancestors to be Apostolical laws,” 

This passage, I suspect, furnishes us with a key to the 
whole matter. In points of ecclesiastical order which 
did not affect the faith, it was on many accounts desirable 
that the scruples or perverseness of individuals, should 
not interfere with matters that had been sanctioned by 
long usage in the Church, the peace of the Church being 
thereby greatly endangered. Therefore, says Jerome, let 
each province follow the customs which have long ob- 
tained in it, even though they may be contrary to what 
are observed in other provinces; and let each look upon 
such customs as Apostolical laws. Where the aposto- 
licity of such matters is evidently not insisted upon as 
what could be strictly proved, but which, for the sake 
of the peace of the Church, might, in a general sense, 
be allowed, where no evil could arise to the faith from 
the admission. To the sentiments of Jerome, as here ex- 
pressed, we are far from being desirous of offering any 
objection ; but, on the contrary, believe that there was 
much good sense in the advice. And I suspect that 
many of the Fathers, when they spoke of Apostolical tra- 
ditions in such matters, took the same view of the subject. 

That such,.or very similar, was also the view of 


AveustTINE (fl. a. 396.) 


is, I think, evident on a review and comparison of various 
passages in his works. For though, when writing on the 
question of the rebaptization of those baptized by hereties, 
he says, “ Many things which are not found in the 
writings of the Apostles, nor in the Councils of those 


' De Sabbatho quod queris, utrum jejunandum sit ; et de Eucharistia, an 
accipienda quotidie, quod Romana Ecclesia et Hispanie observare perhi- 
bentur, scripsit quidem et Hippolytus vir disertissimus, et carptim diversi 
Scriptores e variis auctoribus edidere. Sed ego illud breviter te admonendum 
puto, traditiones ecclesiasticas (presertim que fidei non officiant) ita obser- 
vandas, ut a majoribus tradite sunt ; nec aliorum consuetudinem aliorum con- 
trario more subyerti....... sed unaqueque provincia abundet in sensu 
suo, et precepta majorum leges Apostolicas arbitretur, Huron, Epist, ad 
Lucin, ep. 71. ad fin. Op. tom. i. col. 434, 5. 
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who came after them ; yet, inasmuch as they are observed 
throughout the Universal Church, are believed to have 
been delivered and commended to observation, by no 
others than by them;”! and that “that which the Uni- 
versal Church holds, and was not instituted by Councils, 
but always preserved, is most rightly believed to have 
been delivered by no other than Apostolical authority ;”” 
yet, nevertheless, as Bishop Taylor says, “ It seems him- 
self was not sure that so little a foundation could carry so 
big a weight; he therefore plainly hath recourse to Serip- 
ture in this question ; ‘ Whether is more pernicious, not 
to be baptized, or to be re-baptized, is hard to judge ; ne- 
vertheless, having recourse to the standard of our Lord, 
where the monuments of this are not estimated by human 
sense, but by divine authority, I find concerning each of 
them the sentence of our Lord,’ (Contr. Don. lib. iv. ¢. 14, 
&e. 17 and 24), to wit, in the Scriptures.”* And so, still 
more strongly in another passage, Augustine says, “ Lest 
I should seem to treat the matter with human arguments, 
since the obscurity of this question drove great men, in 
former times of the Church, before the schism of Do- 
natus, and men endued with much Christian charity, 
episcopal Fathers, to differ from one another, &e.... I 
produce from the Gospel certain proofs, by which, the 
Lord helping me, I prove how rightly and truly, accord- 
ing to the Divine will, it has been ordained,” &¢.4 And 
so far is he from disapproving of Cyprian’s reference 
to Scripture in the question, that he says,—“ But what 
Cyprian advises, namely, that we must go back to the 
fountain head, that is, to Apostolical tradition—and 
thence direct the stream to our own times, is the best, 


1 Multa que non inveniuntur in litteris eorum [i. e. Apostolorum], neque 
in conciliis posteriorum, et tamen quia per universam custodiuntur Ecclesiam, 
non nisi ab ipsis tradita et commendata creduntur. De bapt. contra Donat. 
lib. ii. c. 7. ix. col. 102. 

? Quod universa tenet Ecclesia nec conciliis institutum, sed semper reten- 
tum est, non nisi auctoritate Apostolica traditum rectissime creditur. Ib. lib. 
iv. c. 24, ix. 140. 

3 Works, vol. x. p. 483, 434. 

“ De bapt. contra Donat. lib. i, c. 7. tom. ix. col, 84. See vol. i. p. 340. 
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and without doubt to be done. It is, therefore, delivered 
to us, as he himself relates, by the Apostles, that there is 
one God, and one Christ, and one hope, &e. [Eph. iv. 4.]”! 
And he says, “ That which the custom of the Church hath 
ever held, that which this disputation cannot disincline us 
to, and that which a General Council has confirmed, that 
we follow. Add to this, that the reasons and testimonies 
of Scripture adduced on both sides having been well 
weighed, it may also be said, That which truth has declared, 
that we follow.”? It seems, then, that after all, the 
burthen of proof,as to the Apostolicity of the custom, was 
thrown by him upon Scripture; which shows the mis- 
givings of his mind as to the sufficiency of the other evi- 
dence. 

And this view of his sentiments seems to me strongly 
confirmed by a remark he makes in his Letter to Casula- 
nus, where, on the question of fasting on the Sabbath, he 
says, “In these things in which the divine Scripture has 
determined nothing certain, the custom of the people of 
God, or the institutes of our ancestors, are to be consi- 
dered as a law.’? Here it is evident that, for matters of 
this kind not determined in Scripture, he claims no other 
sanction than that which long ecclesiastical usage gives 
them ; and such usage he justly thinks that individuals 
should reckon equivalent to a law. Upon the whole, 
then, his view seems to differ but little, if at all, practically 
from that which we maintain. There are no references 


1 Quod autem nos admonet, ut ad fontem recurramus, id est, ad Apostoli- 
cam traditionem, et inde canalem in nostra tempora dirigamus, optimum est, 
et sine dubitatione faciendum. Traditum est ergo nobis, sicut ipse comme- 
morat, ab Apostolis, quod sit unus Deus et Christus unus, &c. [Eph. iv. 4.] 
De bapt. contra Don. lib. v. c. 26. ix. 158. 

2 Quod Ecclesiz consuetudo semper tenuit, quod hee disputatio dissuadere 
non potuit, et quod plenarium concilium confirmavit, hoe sequimur. Hue 
accedit, quod bene perspectis ex utroque latere disputationis rationibus et 
Scripturarum testimoniis, potest etiam dici, Quod veritas declaravit, hoc se- 
quimur. De bapt. contra Don. lib. iv. c. 6. ix. 126. 

3 In his enim rebus de quibus nihil certi statuit Scriptura divina, mos po- 
puli Dei vel instituta majorum pro lege tenenda sunt. Epist. ad Casulan. ep, 
36 (al. 86.) § 2. ii. 68. 


VOL. Il. Ler 
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to be found in Augustine to “ precious Apostolical relics,” 
demanding “ the same reverence” from us as the written 
Word. 

Finally, we must remark that, even were the testimony 
of these Fathers different to what it is, our opponents, 
both Romanists and Tractators, could not consistently 
maintain that such (supposed) Apostolical traditions are 
obligatory on the Church, because they do not themselves 
adopt them all. 

I have already given some proofs of this;1 and more 
might easily be added, as will hardly, I suppose, be de- 
nied. I will not, therefore, detain the reader by enume- 
rating other instances. But it clearly follows from hence, 
either that they do not consider patristical testimony 
sufficient to prove the Apostolical origin of these prac- 
tices, which is in direct contradiction to their professed 
theory, or that they hold that, even if they were of 
Apostolical origin, the Church, or any independent 
portion of it, has power to deviate from them; which 
practically leaves the matter much in the same state 
as the view for which we contend. We do not deny 
the possibility that some of the rites now in use in 
the Church, of those not mentioned in Scripture, may 
have had Apostolical sanction for their introduction, as 
for instance the use of the sign of the cross in baptism, 
though we believe that we have no sufficient evidence 
to prove the Apostolicity of any of them; and we hold 
that the Church, or each independent Church, has 
the power of ordering such matters according to its own 
discretion, and that individuals ought, for the sake of the 
peace of the Church, to acquiesce in its decisions. The 
advice, therefore, of Jerome, that individuals should, in 
such matters, look upon the customs of their Church 
that have come down to them from of old as equivalent 
to Apostolical usages, and the similar advice of Augus- 
tine, appear to us to have in their due place, and within 


See vol. i. pp. 421, 2. 
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their due limits, much practical wisdom. And it would, 
perhaps, have been well for the Church, if the remark of 
Gregory the Great had been more borne in mind by all 
parties, that “while the faith is one and the same, a differ- 
ence of customs is no injury to the Church.”? If, then, any 
man chooses to contend for the Apostolicity of any parti- 
euJar practice or practices sanctioned by very early and 
general ecclesiastical usage, but at the same time allows that 
these things are left to the discretion of each independent 
Church, the practical result is much the same as in the 
former view of the matter. But if we are bound, as our 
opponents seem to think, to observe all those practices 
that had Apostolical sanction for their observance in the 
primitive Church, and the testimony of a few of the early 
Fathers is held sufficient to prove that sanction ; or even if 
we are only required to observe those that are said to have 
been delivered by the Apostles as of permanent obliga- 
tion, and the testimony of a few Fathers is held sufficient 
to show such a delivery; then if we receive one that 
pleases us upon a certain amount of testimony, we must 
not reject another which has equally good testimony in 
its favour, because we are disinclined to it; and if we do, 
we are self-condemned ; which we humbly submit is the 
ease with the Tractators. 


SECTION V.—WHETHER SCRIPTURE IS SUFFICIENTLY CLEAR 
TO TEACH THE FAITH; AND HOW ITS MEANING IS BEST 
ASCERTAINED. 


WE proceed to the question of the alleged obscurity of 
Seripture; and the reader will probably have already 
observed, that many of the passages cited in a former sec- 
tion in proof of Scripture being our sole and complete 
Rule of faith, equally show that the writers held that it. 


e In una fide nihil officit sancte Ecclesia consuctudo diversa. Grucor. M. 
Ep. ad Leandr. Hpist, lib. i, 43.5 ii. 532. eds Ben. 
very 
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was a Rule perspicuous enough for the guidance and 
instruction of mankind at large. 

But we have testimonies in abundance of a more direct 
kind, to some of which (as the question is of primary im- 
portance in the present controversy) I shall now call the 
reader’s attention. 

I begin with,— 


Justin Martyr. (fl. a. 140.) 


Who says, in his Conference with Trypho and his com- 
panions, “ Attend, therefore, to what I am about to call 
to your remembrance from the Holy Scriptures, which 
[Scriptures] do not need to be interpreted, but only to be 
heard.”! And this is spoken with respect to those pas- 
sages which prove the divinity of our Saviour; and in 
the context the true reason is given why, though they 
were so plain that no one could reasonably say anything 
against them, the Jews did not understand them, viz. 
that because of their wickedness God had withheld from 
them the power to understand what was revealed in his 
word ; which, and not any obscurity in them, is still the 
true reason for their being misunderstood ; and he who 
charges God’s word with obscurity, because men of per- 
verse minds misinterpret it, dishonours God, and deceives 
mankind. 

Again ; “ For it is ridiculous for any one to see the sun 
and the moon, and the other heavenly bodies, following 
always the same course, and yet to make a change in his 
mode of reckoning the seasons; and that an arithme- 
tician, if asked how many twice two make, because he 
had often said that they make four, should no longer 
reply that they make four, &e. . . . or, in like manner, 
that one who is discoursing from the prophetical Scrip- 
tures should pass over those Scriptures, and not always 


! Tlpocexere Toryapouv olomep meArAw AVOMILYNOKELY amo TwY ayiwy ypapwy 
ovde eknrynOnvot Seomevwy, aAAa movoy akovobnva. Just. Marr. Dial. cum 
Tryph., § 55. p. 150. ed. Ben. (Ed. Col. p. 274.) 
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bring forward the same Scriptures, but think that he him- 
self can produce something better than the Scripture.” } 
From which we see that he considered no language so 
fitted to teach the truth as that of Scripture. 

These passages, though we shall meet with many still 

more direct and full in many other Fathers, are such as 
clearly indicate the bearing of Justin’s views upon these 
points. 
’ Farther, it is not tradition, but the gift of spiritual dis- 
cernment, to which, according to Justin, we must look, to 
enable us to understand the mind of the Scriptures. “ If, 
therefore,” he says, “ any one should not, by the great 
grace which comes from God, have received power to 
understand what has been spoken and done by the pro- 
phets, it will avail him nothing to seem to speak of their 
words or acts, if he cannot give any account of them.” 2 
And again, still more clearly,—*“ Do you think, therefore, 
O men, that we could ever have understood these 
things in the Scriptures, unless, through the will of him 
who willed them, we had received grace to understand 
them?” 

It is not, then, to tradition, but to Divine grace, the 
influence of the Spirit received individually, to which 
Justin Martyr would lead us as the interpreter of the 
Scriptures. 


1 TeAowoy pev yap mparyya ect dpay Tov jAlov kal THY GeANYNY Kal Ta GANG 
aoTpa THY avTny bdov aEl, Kat Tas TpoTAs TwY Gpwy ToLELoOaL, KaL TOY WhpioriKoY 
avdpa, er ekerafoito Ta bis bvo0 woca earl, Sia TO TWoAAaKIS ELpynkevat STL TeToUpa, 
TavoecOat Tov TaAW Aeyely OTL TETTAPA, Kat TA AAAU dpolws doa Maryiws buodro- 
ELTA, GEL MTUUTMS AeyeaOat Ka SuoAoyeloOaL* TOY Se aro TwY ypaupwyv Twy mpo- 
PnTikoy dMIALaS TroLOUMEvoY Ea, Kat Mn Tas auras ae Aeyew ypapas, aAN HyeroOae 
éavtov BeAtiov Ts ypapys yerynoayra evrew. Ip. ib. § 85, p. 182. (Ed. Col. 
p. 311, 12.) 

? Et ovy Tis Wn Mera MeyaAns Xapiros THs Tapa Ocov AaBot vonoar Ta eipyieva. 
Koi yeyernueva b10 Tw TpopnTwy, ovdey avTov ovyyncet TO Tas pnoes SoKew AEyeELI’, 
NTH VEVEVNMEVA, €L UN AoYov Exet Kat wept avTwy amodidovat, Ip. ib. § 92. p. 
189, (Ed. Col. p. 319.) 

3 Oueobe ovy jpas Tore, w aySpes, vevonievar SuynOynvan ev TaLs ypapais TavTa, 
el un OeAnmart Tov OeAncayTos aut eAaBouey Xap tov vonoa; Ib, ib. § 119. 
p. 211, (Ed. Col. p. 346.) 
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I pass on to,— 
Irenzus. (fl. a. 167.) 


«“ A sound mind,” says Ireneus, “ and one that is not 
rash, but cautious, and a lover of truth, will earnestly 
search out whatever things God has placed within the 
power of man, and subjected to our comprehension, and 
will advance in the knowledge of them, making the 
knowledge of them easy to itself by daily study. But 
these things are those that fall under our sight, and 
as many things as are declared clearly and unambiguously 
in express terms in the divine Scriptures. And therefore 
the parables [i.e. those things that are mystically ex- 
pressed] ought to be explained suitably to those parts that 
are unambiguous, for thus both he who explains, explains 
without danger, and the parables receive a like explana- 
tion from all. .... But it is foolish to apply those 
things which are spoken obscurely, and not placed before 
our eyes, to explanations of the parables, which each 
one makes out to mean what he pleases; for thus no one 
will possess the rule of truth, but there will appear to be 
as many truths opposed to each other, and establishing 
contrary doctrines, as there are interpreters of the para- 
bles, as is the case with the questions of the Gentile Phi- 
losophers. So that, according to this method of proceed- 
ing, a man may be always seeking and never find the 
truth, because he has rejected the proper method for dis- 
covering it..... Since, therefore, all the Scriptures, 
both Prophetic and Evangelic, may be heard by all, 
(though all do not believe,) openly and unambiguously and 
alike proclaiming that the one and only God, to the exclu- 
sion of others, made all things by his Word, whether they 
be visible or invisible, or heavenly or earthly, or marine 
or subterranean, as we have demonstrated from the very 
words of Scripture ; that very created system in which we 
are bearing witness by those thingswhich are seen, to 
this fact, that there is one Being who made and governs 
it; they will appear very dull who blind their eyes to so 
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clear a manifestation of the truth, and are unwilling to 
see the light of that which is thus proclaimed . . . . Since 
the parables can receive many explanations, who that 
loves the truth will not confess, that to affirm anything 
from them respecting our inquiry after God, leaving 
what is certain and beyond doubt and true, is the part of 
rash and irrational persons. And is not this to build our 
house, not upon a firm and strong rock, and one situated 
in an open place, but upon the uncertain foundation of the 
scattered sand? Whence the overthrow of such a build- 
ing is easy. Having, therefore, truth itself as our rule, 
and the testimony respecting God placed openly before our 
view, we ought not to cast away a firm and true know- 
ledge concerning God by interpretations of questions 


diverging in various directions from the truth . ... But 
if we cannot find out the explanations of all those things 
which are sought in the Scriptures ...... we ought 


to yield such things to God who made us, knowing well, 
that the Scriptures are perfect, as having been spoken by 
the Word of God and his Spirit; but we, in proportion 
as we are inferior and far removed from the Word of 
God and his Spirit, so far do we lack the knowledge of 
his mysteries. And it is not wonderful if in spiritual and 
heavenly things, and those things which have to be 
revealed, we suffer this, since even of those things which are 
before our feet, I mean the things which are in this 
created system, which are touched by us and seen, and are 
with us, many things have escaped our knowledge, and 
we leave these things to God .. . . If, therefore, in this 
way which we have mentioned, we leave some questions 
to God, we shall both preserve our faith, and perse- 
vere without danger, and all Scripture given to us by 
God will be found by us harmonious, and the parables 
will agree with those things which are spoken perspicu- 
ously, and the things spoken perspicuously will explain the 
parables.” * 


1 ‘© bys vous kat axiwduvos, Kat evAaBns, Kau piraanons, boa EY TH TOV ay- 
Opwmwy ekovota Sedwxev 6 Ocos, Kat HMoTETAXE TH T)METEPY YYWTEL, TAVTA ModuUws 


488 THE DOCTRINE OF THE FATHERS 


I have quoted this passage at length, that the reader 
may be enabled to judge better of the real force of the 
testimony contained in it respecting our present subject ; 
and it shows, I hope, very clearly that the views of Ire- 


EKMEAETIOEL, Kat EY avTos mpoKoWer, dia THS KAaOnuEpYns acKknoEws padiay THY 
pabnow éavtw motoupevos, Eort Se ravta, Ta Te om owl TimTOvTa THY MET Epay, 
Kat doa pavepws Kut avaupiBorws avTorcket ev Tals Oerous ypapais AcAEKT AL. Et 
ideo parabola debent non ambiguis adaptari. Sic enim et qui absolvit, sine 
periculo absolvit, et parabole ab omnibus similiter absolutionem accipient. 
. . » . Sed que non aperte dicta sunt, neque ante oculos posita, [stultum est, 
Grab. conj.} copulare absolutionibus parabolarum, quas unusquisque prout 
vult adinvenit. Sic enim apud nullum erit regula veritatis ; sed quanti fuerint 
qui absolvent parabolas, tant videbuntur et veritates oppugnantes se invi- 
cem, et contraria sibimet dogmata statuentes, sicut et Gentilium philosopho- 
rum questiones. Itaque secundum hane rationem, homo quidem semper 
inquiret, nunquam autem inveniet, eo quod ipsam inventionis abjecerit disci- 
plinam ...... Cum itaque universe Scripture et Prophetice et Evange- 
licee in aperto et sine ambiguitate et similiter ab omnibus audiri possint, etsi 
non omnes credunt, unum et solum Deum, ad excludendos alios, predicent 
omnia fecisse per Verbum suum, sive visibilia, sive invisibilia, sive celestia, 
sive terrena, sive aquatilia, sive subterranea, sicut demonstravimus ex ipsis 
Scripturarum dictionibus; et ipsa autem creatura in qua sumus, per ea que 
in aspectum veniunt, hoc ipsum testante, unum esse qui ear fecerit et regat : 
valde hebetes apparebunt, qui ad tam lucidam adapertionem cecutiunt oculos, 
et nolunt videre lumen predicationis .... . Quia autem parabole possunt 
multas recipere absolutiones, ex ipsis de inquisitione Dei affirmare, derelin- 
quentes quod certum et indubitatum et verum est, valde precipitantium se in 
periculum et irrationabilium esse, quis non amantium yeritatem confitebitur ? 
Et nunquid hoc est non in petra firma et valida et in aperto posita edificare 
suam domum, sed in incertum effiuse arene? Unde et facilis est eversio 
hujusmodi edificationis. Habentes itaque regulam ipsam veritatem, et in 
aperto positum de Deo testimonium, non debemus per questionum declinantes 
in alias atque alias absolutiones ejicere firmam et veram de Deo scientiam 
...... Si autem omnium que in Scripturis requiruntur absolutiones non 
possumus invenire . . . . cedere hee talia debemus Deo, qui et nos fecit, rec- 
tissime scientes, quia Scripture quidem perfecte sunt, quippe a Verbo Dei et 
Spiritu ejus dictee; nos autem secundum quod minores sumus et novissimi a 
Verbo Dei et Spiritu ejus, secundum hoe et scientia mysteriorum ejus indi- 
gemus. Et non est mirum, si in spiritalibus et ccelestibus et in his que habent 
revelari, hoc patimur nos: quandoquidem etiam eorum que ante pedes sunt 
(dico autem que sunt in hac creatura, que et contrectantur a nobis, et viden- 
tur et sunt nobiscum) multa fugerunt nostram scientiam, et Deo hc ipsa 
committimus .... Et ovy af éy eipnkapev tporoy, evia tov Entnuarov ava- 
Onowpey TH Ocw, Kal THY TLOTW Hwy SiapvAatomer, kat axwuvor diapevouuey, Kat 
Trace yoapn dedouevn Huty amo cov cuupwvos Huy ebpeOnoeTat, Kat ak mupaBorAd 
Tots Siappndnyv ELpnmEvols TUMPwYNTOVCL, KaL To Ppavepws Elpnueva emtAvoel Tas 
mapaBorus. Ib, ii. 46, 47. pp. 171—4, ed. Grab. (Mass. ii. 27, 28. pp.155—7.) 
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neus upon this point were very different from those of our 
opponents. He did not think it at all inconsistent to 
assert that a thing was clearly and unambiguously laid 
down in the Scriptures, though all do not believe it; and 
he tells us that the lover of truth earnestly searches out 
what God has placed within his comprehension, advancing 
in the knowledge of it by daily study, and that these 
things are, those things that fall under our sight, and 
those that are declared clearly and unambiguously in ex- 
press terms in the divine Scriptures, and that these things 
thus perspicuously declared are to be our guide in inter- 
preting those parts that are obscure. 

We could ask for nothing more expressly affirming our 
view. 

And, as we have already seen, he reproves those who, 
when they are convicted of error by the Scriptures, find 
fault with the Scriptures “as if they were ambiguous, and 
as if the truth could not be found out from them by those 
who are ignorant of tradition,’! a testimony opposing, in 
terms, the view advanced by our opponents, for this is the 
very proposition which they maintain, viz. that th 
cannot be found out from the Scriptures by those who are 
ignorant of tradition. 

Again, speaking of the four Gospels, he tells \us that 
they “breathe all around them immortality, and give life 
to men.”* So he tells us that the “ doctrine of the 
Apostles and their disciples [i. e. Mark and Luke whom 
he had been quoting] concerning God is made clear by their 
words.” * Our opponents tell us that we are not to learn 
doctrine from the Scriptures, but only to go to them for 
what they call proof, but Irenzeus learned doctrine from 
Scripture.* And when delivering his doctrine respecting 


1 See p. 279 above. 

? Undique flantes incorruptibilitatem et vivificantes homines. Ib. ili, 11. 
p. 22]. (M. ib. p. 190.) 

3 Manisfesta igitur et Apostolorum et discentium eorum ex verbis ipsorum 
de Deo facta est sententia. Ib. iii. 16. p. 238. (M. ili. 15. p. 204.) 

4 Sicut ex Scripturis discimus, Ib. ii. 47. p. 175. (M. ii. 28. p. 157.) Di- 
dicimus enim ex Scripturis, &c, Ib. ii. 49. p. 177. (M. ii. 28. p. 158.) 
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God, he tells us, when proceeding to the Scripture proof 
of its truth, that the Seriptures much more plainly and 
clearly proclaim the doctrine. 

And, once more, he says,—‘“ The faith which we pro- 
fess is firm and not imaginatory, and alone true, having 
manifest proof from these Scriptures [i. e. the Septuagint 
version of the Old Testament].”2 How much more then 
must the Christian faith have manifest proof from the 
whole Scriptures! 


THEOPHILUS oF AnrTiocn. (fl. a. 168.) 


The next author to whom I would refer the reader is 
Theophilus of Antioch, who, in his two books to Autolycus, 
a heathen, thus speaks of the capability even of the books 
of the Old Testament to teach the faith. “ But if you will, 
do you also read with attention the prophetical Scrip- 
tures, and they themselves will lead you more safely so 
as to enable you to escape eternal punishment and obtain 
the eternal blessings of God.” ? Again; “ Let it be your 
object for the future to study with a willing mind the 
things of God, I mean the things declared by the prophets, 
that having compared the things spoken by us with those 
spoken by the rest of mankind, you may be able to find 
out the truth.”* Again ;—“ Why should I enumerate a 
great number of the prophets, who were many, and spoke 
a multitude of things all agreeing with each other? For 
those who will may, by reading the things spoken by them, 


1 Ipsis Scripturis multo manifestius et clarius hoc ipsum predicantibus. 
Th. ii. 66. p. 195. (M. ii. 35. p. 171.) Utens his ostensionibus que sunt ex 
Scripturis facile evertis, kc. Ib. v. 14. p. 422. (M. ib. p. 311.) 

? Firma est autem et non ficta et sola vera, que secundum nos est fides, 
manifestam ostensionem habens ex his Scripturis. Ib, iii. 25. p. 256, (M. iii, 
215 p. 216) 

3 Ex de Bovact kat ov evtuxXe pidoTimws Tas MpopyTiKous ypadats* Kat avTaL 
oe TpavoTepoy SdnynToVT Mpos TO EKpuyel TUS ai~wvioUS KOAUCELS, KaL TUXELY THY 
cuwyiwy ayatey Tov Gcov. Turorpy. Anrioca. Ad Autol. lib. i. § ult. Ed, 
Bened. p. 346. (Ed. Col. p. 79.) 

4 Kou To Aowmoy eoTw cot Piroppovws epevvay Ta Tov @eov, Aeyw Se Ta dia Tw 
mpopntay pnbevra, dmws ovyKkpias Ta TE bro Huey Aeyoueva, Kat TA bro TwY 
Aoimwy, Suvyoer eboew To GANGes. Ip. ib, lib. ii. § 34. p. 873. (Ed. Col. p. 110.) 
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know accurately the truth, and not be led astray by vain 
fancies.” Again; “It behoves, therefore, one who desires 
learning, to be willing to learn. Endeavour, therefore, 
more frequently to converse with them [i. e. the pro- 
phetical writings], that, having heard the living voice, you 
may learn accurately the truth.” * 


TERTULLIAN. (fl. a. 192.) 


What, again, is Tertullian’s view as to the aptitude of 
Seripture to teach the faith ? 

The following passages, though bearing indirectly on 
the point, as one not under discussion, will show his mind 
respecting it. 

Thus in his Treatise on the Resurrection, he says,— 
“ It is indeed right, as also we have laid down above, that 
doubtful passages in Scripture should be interpreted by 
those that are certain, and obscure passages by those that 
are plain; both to the intent that faith may not be de- 
stroyed, the truth endangered, and the Godhead deemed of 
variable mind, through a disagreement between the certain 
and the doubtful, the plain and the obscure, as because it is 
not probable that that article of the Christian religion to 
which the whole faith is committed, and on which all 
discipline rests, should seem to be ambiguously announced 
and obscurely propounded.” ? Scripture, then, is in parts 
plain, and where it is not so, that which is obscure is to 
be expounded by that which is plain; nor is it probable, 

! Kou Tt wor To TANOos KaTaAeyew ToV MpopyTwVY TOAAWY OYTwV, Kat pupLa 
ira kat cuppwva eipnkotwy ; of yap BovAopmevor, Suvaytat evtuxovTes Tos 61” 
auT@Y elpnucvots aKplBws yywvat To aAnOes, Kat fn maparyecOar bro Siuvoras Kat 
Haraomovias. Ip. ib. § 35. p.374. (Ed. Col. p. 112.) 

2 Xpn ovy Tov piromadyn kar piromabew* weipacOnte ovy muKvorepoy cupBarev, 
brrws Kat Swons axovous pwyns, axpiBws walns Tarbes. In, ib. § ult. p. 379. 
(Ed. Col. p. 116.) - 

3 Et utique equum sit, quod et super demandavimus, incerta de certis, et 
obscura de manifestis prejudicari: vel ne inter discordiam certorum et in- 
certorum manifestorum et obscurorum fides dissipetur, veritas periclitetur, ipsa 
Divinitas ut inconstans denotetur: tum quod verisimile non est, ut ea species 
sacramenti in quam fides tota committitur, in quam disciplina tota connititur, 


ambigue annuntiata et obscure proposita videatur. Tartu... De resurr, carn, 
¢. 21, p. 337. 
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thinks Tertullian, that an important point of the Christian 
faith should be propounded obscurely or ambiguously in 
Scripture. 

Again, in the same Treatise, speaking of the heretics, 
he calls them, “those haters of the light of the Scrip- 
tures;” + in which we may observe, by the way, how 
mistaken our opponents are when they tell us that the 
Scriptures were the great refuge to which the heretics 
betook themselves. 

And, again, in his Treatise against Praxeas, he says,— 
“ Moreover, the Scripture is in no danger that it should 
need the aid of your argumentation lest it should seem to 
contradict itself. It speaks with good reason both when 
it determines that there is one God, and when it shows 
that the Father and Son are two, and is self-sufficient.” * 

And in the same Treatise having quoted some passages 
relating to the distinction of Persons in the Trinity, he 
appeals to them as manifestly setting forth that distinc- 
tion.$ 

And in his Treatise “ On Prescription against the 
heretics,” he says that “ necessity compelled those who 
purposed to teach other doctrines to alter the instru- 
ments (or documents) containing the doctrine. For other- 
wise they could not have taught differently, unless they 
had different documents by which to teach. As their cor- 
ruption of doctrine could not have succeeded without the 
corruption of the documents in which the doctrine is de- 
livered, so integrity of doctrine would not have fallen to 
our lot without the integrity of those decuments by which 
the doctrine is delivered.” 4 


1 Lucifuge isti Scripturarum. In. ib. ¢. 47. p. 354. 

? Porro non periclitatur Scriptura ut illi de tua argumentatione succurras, 
ne sibi contraria videatur. Habet rationem et quum unicum Deum statuit 
et quum duos Patrem et Filium ostendit; et sufficit sibi, Ip. Adv. Prax. 
¢. 18. p.510% 

3 His itaque paucis tamen manifeste distinctio Trinitatis exponitur. In. ib. 
c. 11. p. 506. See also c. 13. p. 507, and De carne Christi, c. 15. p. 319. 

* Quibus fuit propositum aliter docendi, eos necessitas coegit aliter dis- 
ponendi instrumenta doctrine. Alias enim non potuissent aliter docere, nisi 
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It is evident, then, that he thought that the Scriptures 
delivered the doctrines of religion clearly and plainly, 
when he tells us that to give any probability to the doc- 
trines of the heretics it was necessary that those Scrip- 
tures should be altered. There were certainly other 
modes of corrupting the truth, as he himself mentions 
just after in the case of the Valentinians, who, as he 
says, did not alter the Scriptures to suit their notions, 
but excogitated notions which they tried to fix upon the 
Scriptures, by a perversion of the meaning of the words, 
and similar artifices; but this does not interfere with the 
observation we have just quoted, that the only way by 
which heretics could give probability to their notions was 
by altering the Scriptures; and that observation weighs 
strongly in behalf of the view for which we are contending. 

The same remark indeed is expressed in a passage 
quoted above, that if heretics are “left to prove their 
points from the Scriptures alone, they will not be able to 
stand,” for he who thus thought would certainly not have 
charged the Scriptures with ambiguity or obscurity. In 
fact, this remark is in direct opposition to the statements 
of the Tractators, for they tell us that the heretics cannot 
be clearly refuted by Scripture standing alone, on account 
of its obscurity. 

And as it respects the proper mode of obtaining the 
sense of Scripture in parts that are obscure, he tells us, in 
a passage quoted above, that “ doubtful passages in 
Scripture should be interpreted by those that are certain, 
and obscure passages by those that are plain.”1 And 
further on in the same Treatise he gives as a rule of in- 
terpretation for the point of which he is speaking, and 


aliter haberent per que docerent, Sicut illis non potuisset succedere cor- 
ruptela doctrine sine corruptela instrumentorum ejus ; ita et nobis et a nobis 
[et a nobis not in edd. of Pamelius or Semler] integritas doctrine non com- 
petisset, sine integritate eorum per que doctrina tractatur. In. De Preser. 
c. 38. p. 216. 

1 De resurr. carn. c. 21. (just quoted.) The same observation is also 
made in c. 19 of the same Treatise, “ Manifestiora queque prevaleant, et 
de incertis certiora prescribant.’’ p, 336, 
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therefore I suppose for others in like manner, that “ the 
sense is to be governed by the subject matter ;”! a practical 
direction which shows that he was not disposed to make 
traditive interpretation the test of truth. And so again, 
in his Treatise against Praxeas, he says, that instead of 
doing as the heretics do, who lay hold of a few passages 
and interpret them in opposition to a multitude of other 
passages, we ought to interpret the fewer passages by the 
greater in number.? These are practical directions, which, 
though not in themselves conclusive, yet show the bear- 
ing of the writer’s mind, especially when taken in con- 
nexion with his own method of obtaining the sense of 
Scripture as evinced in his various Treatises. 
Let us pass on to,— 


CLEMENT OF ALEXANDRIA. (fl. a. 192.) 


As to the perspicuity of Scripture and its aptness to 
teach the faith, (with the exception, of course, of the 
mysticisms of his “ Gnostic tradition,”) he speaks thus ;— 

“The divine oracles exhibiting to us most clearly the 
way to true religion, lay the foundations of the truth ; and 
the divine Scriptures and wise institutions compendiously 
lead to salvation; destitute of ornament and external 
beauty of language, and words suited to captivate and 
allure, they rouse man suffocated by vice; strengthening us 
against the evils incident to human life, by one and the 
same word serving many purposes, turning us on the one 
hand from the delusion that would be injurious to us, and 
on the other clearly exhorting us to the salvation set before 
mgs’ "12 

! Ex materia dicti dirigendus est sensus. De resurr. carn. c. 38. p. 347. 

2 His tribus capitulis totum instrumentum utriusque Testamenti yolunt 
cedere, cum oporteat secundum plura intelligi pauciora. Sed proprium hoc 
est omnium hereticorum. Nam quia paucasunt que in silva inveniri possunt, 
pauca adversus plura defendunt, et posteriora adversus priora suscipiunt. Adv. 
Prax. c. 20. p..511. 

5 ‘Ou xpnopol, Tas es THY DeorEBeLay jm apopuas evapyeoTuTa mpoTelvoyTEs, 
OemeAtovot THY aAnNOeLaY? ypamar De ai OeLal, Kat ToALTELaL owppoves, TuYTOMOL 


TwTNPLAS SOOM YUMVOL KOMPOTIKNS, KOL TNS EKTOS KAAALPWYLES, Kal OTWpPVALAS, KEL 
KoAaKelas UTUPXOVTUL, aVLTTwWOLY ayXOMEVOY bTO KaKLas TOY avOpwrov, drepidove at 
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Again ; “The Apostle, knowing this doctrine to be truly 
divine, says, ‘Thou, O Timothy, from a babe hast known 
the holy Scriptures, which are able to make thee wise 
unto salvation through faith in Christ.’ For those Scrip- 
tures are truly holy which make men holy and even divine. 
The same Apostle consequently calls the writings or 
volumes composed of these sacred words and syllables, 
‘ divinely inspired, profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for 
correction, for instruction in righteousness, that the man 
of God may be perfect, thoroughly furnished unto every 
good work.’” 1 

Again; “ Hear ye who are afar off, hear ye who are 
near; the word has not been concealed from any ; it is 
a common light, and shines upon all men. No one is in 
darkness who knows the word. Let us hasten to obtain 
salvation, &c.;” where, though there may be a difference 
of opinion on the point, the context seems to me to show 
that by the word he means the Scripture rather than the 
Logos.” 

Again, he says,—“ On this account the Scriptures 
were translated into the language of the heathen, that they 
might never be able to put forward the plea of ignorance, 
haying it in their power to hear the truths of Christianity, 
if only they are willing. Truth interprets itself differently 
to what any man says respecting truth.” > 


Tov otcboy Toy BiwTiKOY, mim Kat TH avTH Pwyn TWOAAG Vepamevovoat, amoTpe- 
TOVTAL MEV Has THS ETICnuLoV amaTns, MpoTpeTovTa Se Eupayws els mpouTToY 
owrnpiav. Cimm. ALEx. Cohort. ad Gent. pp. 65, 6. ed. Pott. (Sylb. 50.) 

1 Tourny Amoorodos thy SidackaAr.ay, Oevay ovTws emicTamevos, Su Se, w Tie 
pobec, pnow, aio Bpepous Ta tepa ypaupara owas, Ta Suvapeva ce Topicm es 
cwrnpiay, dia mlovrews ev XpioTw lepa yap ws adnOws, Ta leporo.ovyTa, cau Ocorrot 
ouvTa Ypompara e& av Ypayparwy Kat cvAAUBwYy TwY iepwy Tas ouYyKElmevas 
ypapus, Ta ouvTayparu, 6 avTos akoAov0ws AmooroAos YeomvevaTous KaAEL, wpe- 
Alpmous ovgas mpos SiduckaAlay, mpos EAeYXOV, TMpos emavop0waty, mpos maSeray 
Thv ev SikaLoovyn® iva, aptios n 6 Tov @eov avOpwmos, mpos Tay eptyov ayadoy e&np- 
tiopevos. In. Cohort. ad Gent. p. 71 (or, 56). 

2 Axovoare ovy ot pakpay, akovowre oi eyyus’ ovk amexpuBy TiVas 6 Aoyos* dws 
€oT! KOWOY, eTlAGHTEL Tag avOpwmrois* ovders Kipmepios ev Aoyw* oTEevTwper Els 
coTnpiav, K.T.A. In. ib. p- 72 (or, 56). 

® Ala TovTo yop EAAnvev pwvn épunvevOnouy at Tpapou, ws wn mpopucw 
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Again; “The Prophets have spoken to us according 
as we who are bound by the flesh are able to hear, the 
Lord accommodating himself to the infirmity of men with a 
view to their salvation.” } 

Again, referring to the “Shepherd” of Hermas, he 
says, that an observation of Hermas, that he had written 
the book given to him in a vision according to the 
letters, not knowing how to form the syllables, was in- 
tended to signify, “that the Scripture was clear to all 
taken according to the mere words, and that faith in it in 
that signification possessed the elements of the truth, and 
therefore it was allegorically called the literal reading ; 
but we hold that the Gnostie exposition of the Scrip- 
tures, when faith advances, is likened to the syllabical 
reading.” * 

And hence he says, in a passage quoted above, that 
“ they who have tasted the Scriptures only are believers.” 

From which passages it is evident that he considered 
that the Scriptures alone were adapted to give at least 
sufficient instruction in the faith to make men good 
Christians, though he supposed them to need the im- 
partation of his Gnostic tradition to lead them on to 
perfection, for “the Gnostic only,” he tells us, “can 
understand and explain those things which are spoken ob- 
securely by the Spirit.” $ 

And with respect to the obscurities of Scripture, he says 
that the Scriptures conceal their meaning on several 


aryvo.as mpoBarrAcc0at SuvnOnvat more avTous, olovs TE ovTUS EmaKOUVTaL Kat TwY 
map juw, nv povoy eBeAntwow. AdAws Tis mept aAnOeias A€Eyel, GAAWS 7 
udrndera Eavtny Epunvevet. In. Strom. lib. i. p. 338 (or, 288.) 

1 ‘Qs otov Te nv emaiew huas copKt memednuevous, odTws Huy Ehadnoay of 
Mpopnrat, TUMMEpLpepomevou TwTnplws TH TaV avOpwrey acOevera Tov Kupiov. In- 
Strom. lib. ii. p. 467 (or, 391). See also lib. vi. p. 770 (or, 644.) 

2 EdnAov 9 apa tny pev ypapny mpodndoy evar Tact, Kara THY WiAnY ava- 
ywoow ekhapBavoueyny’ Kat TavTnY ewoL THY ToT OTOLXELwWY TatLy EXoUVTAY" 
B05 Kou Mpos TO ‘Ypappa avaryvwois aAANYoperTa THY SiamTvEW Se THY "yyo- 
OTLKNY TY Ypapwy, MpoKOTTOVvENs nSn THS TigTEwWS eLKaLETOaL TH KATA TUS TUA- 
AaBas avayrvacer exdexoueda. Ip, Strom. lib. vi. p. 806 (or, 679.) 

3 Movoy duvacbat Toy yvworlkoy Ta EemikeKpumpLevws mpos Tov TIvevporos etp7- 
weve vonoey Te Kat Siacapnoey. In. Strom. lib. vi. p. 798 (or, 671.) 


~ 
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accounts ; first, that we may be diligent seckers and 
always on the watch to find out the words of salvation ; 
moreover, it was not fit that all should know the mean- 
ing, lest, receiving what was savingly spoken by the Holy 
Spirit otherwise than was intended, they might be injured. 
Wherefore the holy mysteries of the prophecies preserved 
for the elect, and those who are through faith admitted to 
knowledge, are veiled in parables.” ! 

And, with the exception of his Gnostic tradition, he 
makes Scripture the interpreter of Scripture. Thus, in 
passages quoted above, he says, “ We, giving perfect proof 
respecting the Scriptures from the Scriptures themselves, 
persuade through faith demonstratively ;” and again ;— 
“The truth is found . . . by confirming each of the things 
demonstrated by the Scriptures from like Scriptures.” * 

And he tells us that the Scriptures are to be expounded 
according to the ecclesiastical rule, (which he calls just 
before the rule of truth,) and that the “ecclesiastical rule 
is the consent and harmony of the Law and the Prophets 
with the Covenant (or, Testament) delivered by the ad- 
vent of our Lord.” 3 

And hence he speaks elsewhere of those who “ explain 
the truth by showing the harmony of the Covenants (or, 
Testaments).” 4 

By which, and other passages, ° it is evident how much 
Clement attributed to the interpretation of Scripture by 
itself. 


1 Ala moAAas TolvY auTLUs EmLKpUTTOYTOL TOY VouV ai ypapat’ mpwroy bev, iva 
CntyTiKor brapxKwmey, Kat MPOTUYpYTVMUEY GEL TH TWY TWTNPLWY AOYwY EtpEereEl 
eTrelTa, [NDE TOLS GmaoL TPOGNKOV NY VoeLY HS un BAaBevey ErEpws exdekapevor Ta 
bro Tov Gy.ov Tvevparos cwrnpiws eipnueva: 510 dn Tos ekAEKTOLS TwY avOpwTwY, 
TOLS TE Ele TLOTEWS ELS YYWOLY EYKPLTOLS THPOVMEVA TA GYLA TwY MpopNTEiwy jLvo~ 
THplLa Tas TapaBoras eyKadumTerat. Ip. Strom. lib. vi. p. 803 (or, 676, 7). 

2 See p. 307 above. 

3 Kavwy de exkAnoaorixos, } ovvwdia Kal) TUUPwVLA Yo§oU TE Ka MpoPNT@y 
am kara, Tv Tov Kupiov mapovoiay rapadidouevn Siadnen. In. ib. p. 803 (or, 
676.) F 

4 Thy adnOevay Sia rns akodovdias Twv Siabnkov capnovres. Iv. Strom. 
lib. vii. p. 894 (or, 760.) 

5 See Strom, lib. vi. p. 781 (or, 656), and lib, vii. p. 896 (or, 762, 3). 
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Oricen (fl. a. 230.) 


I proceed to Origen, who, in his work against Celsus, 
says that as a Greek, if he wished to teach the Egyptians 
or Syrians, would in the first place learn their language, 
and rather speak imperfectly like a foreigner in that lan- 
guage that he might do some good to his hearers, than by 
speaking Greek do them no good, “ so the Divine Nature, 
making provision for not those only who are esteemed 
learned among the Greeks, but the rest also, conde- 
scended to the ignorance of the multitude of hearers; in 
order that, by using phrases to which they were accus- 
tomed, it might allure the ignorant multitude to give 
audience, who might, after an introduction had once been 
given, be easily able to press forward to the comprehension 
of the deeper of those hidden senses that are in the Scrip- 
tures. For to any one reading them it is evident that 
they have a much deeper meaning to those who give 
themselves to the investigation of the word than that 
which appears on the surface, and which is made manifest 
in proportion to the study given to the word, and according 
to the exercise of his willingness to receive it.” 1 

“ Tf you shall at any time see a mind intelligent, quick, 
and prompt, not contemplating the oracles of God, know 
that it is not from blindness that it sees not those things 
that are contained in the Scriptures, not because it is in 
the dark, but because it shuts its eyes.” 


! “Outws H mpovoovmeryn Gera puois ov Twv memaudevobaL vourComevov Movoy Ta 
[Trev] “EAAnv@v, adAAa Kat TwY AoiTwY “EAAnVeY, ovykareBn 7) LLwrera Tov 
TANVoUS THY aKpowmevar’ iva Tas cUVnVEecW avTOLS Xpnoapevn AEkEoL TpokKare- 
ONTAL Em aKpoaow TO TwY WiwTwY TANOOS, Suvapevoy ck evXEpoUS META THY amakt 
YEvoMEvyV Eloarywynv PiroTiunoacba: mpos To Kat BaduTepa Tov KeKpuLmevoV 
YOnMaTwy ev Tus Ypapals KaTaAaBel. Kar Tw TuxXovTt yop Sndov TavTas avaryt- 
vywokovTl, OTL TOAAG BabvTepov Tov avTobey eudatvouevov Exel Suvarrat vouy TOLS 
avarOeow attous Tn ckeTace: TOU Aoyou, pavepovpevoy Kata THY avadoylay TNS 
€ls TOV AOYOV TXOANS, Kat Els THY aTKNnOW avToV TpodumLas. ORIGEN. Contra 
Cels. lib. vii. § 60. Op. tom. i. pp. 737, 8. ed. Ben. A similar passage 
occurs in the same work, lib. vi. § 2. pp. 629, 30. 

? Si quando videris ingeniosam ad intelligendum animam et velocem et 
alacrem, non [? dele non] meditantem eloquia Dei, cognosce quia non propter 
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And he says that the heterodox, when reading the 
Scriptures, reap thorns, not from the Scriptures, but from 
their own imaginations.} 

And he calls the Scripture “a perfect and harmonious 
instrument of God, producing from various different notes 
one saving strain to those who are willing to learn, 
assuaging and counteracting all the powereof the evil 
spirit.” # 

And though he holds that there is in general a triple 
sense in Scripture, yet he distinctly says, that “the multi- 
tude of those who faithfully and simply believe, testifies 
that the Scripture is profitable when interpreted in its 
first meaning. ? 

And he earnestly exhorts all to make the Scripture 
their daily study. ¢ 

Moreover, as it regards the means to be used for rightly 
understanding it, he speaks thus ;— 

After having spoken of his own knowledge of its mean- 
ing having been acquired by a studious and diligent 
perusal of it, he adds,—‘“ And others also who are 
willing to search the Scripture, and have understand- 
ing, may find out its meaning. It is, indeed, often 
obscure, but not, as Celsus says, intelligible in nothing. 
Moreover, it is not in the power of any fool or impostor 
to make it plain, or turn to his own purpose what is said 
whithersoever he may please. But it is only he who is 


cecitatem non videt ea que continentur in Scripturis, non ob id quia in tene- 
bris sit, sed quia claudit oculos. In. In Is. hom. 6. § 7. iii. 119. 

1 Maasora de core Karuvonoat emt Twy Erepodotwy evtvyxavovTay Tals ypupats, 
Ko oxavOas ovk camo TwY Ypapwy ahr’ caro TwY Wiwy emwoiwy OepifovTwy. Ip. In 
Jerem. hom. 11. § 3. iii. 189. 

2 ‘Ev yap 70 TeAclov oie Kou Npuoopmevoy opryavoy Tov Meov ewo Tacay Hv 
ypapnyv, may amoTeAouv ek Siapopwy Pboyywy owrnp.oy Trois mavOavely eOeAoVEt 
govny, kaTumavovTay Kel KwAVOVTaY EvepyEeLav Tacav Tovnpov mvevuaros. Ip. In 
Matth. fragm. ili. 441. 

3 Amo pev ouy THS TpwTns eKdoXs Kat KATA TOUTO wHpEhoUTNS, STL EoTW ovaTOat, 
Paprupel TA TANIN TOV YwnoLws Kar awAoveTEpoy TemicTevKoTwY. In. De Prine. 
lib. iv. § 12. 1. 169, 170. See also further confirmatory remarks to the same 
effect, ib. § 14. pp. 171—173, and Contra Cels, lib. iv. § 49.1. 541. 

4 See In Levit. hom. 9. § 5, ii. 240, and In Genes. hom. 10. § 2. ii. 87. 
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truly wise in Christ who can unfold the whole order 
of the things spoken mysteriously in the prophecies, com- 
paring spiritual things with spiritual, and confirming each 
of the things found from the phraseology customary in the 
Scriptures.” 

“ We take hold of the books and read, but we attain 
not the spiritual sense. And therefore there is need that 
with tears and unceasing prayers we should beg that the 
Lord may open our eyes. . . And why do I say that our 
eyes should be opened? For Jesus came to open the 
eyes of the blind. Therefore our eyes are opened, and the 
veil is taken away from the letter of the law. But I fear 
that we ourselves again shut them in a sleep still more 
profound, while we watch not in the spiritual understand- 
ing, nor are anxious to shake off sleep from our eyes, and 
contemplate the things that are spiritual.’ 

“fear lest, by our too great carelessness and folly of heart, 
the divine volumes are not only veiled to us, but also 
sealed .. . Whence it is manifest not only that we must 
apply with earnestness to learn the meaning of the sacred 
Scriptures, but also that we must supplicate the Lord, and 
pray day and night, that the Lamb of the tribe of Judah 
would come, and taking himself the sealed book, would 
condescend to open it.” $ 


1 Kar axAor de, of BovrAomevor ekeTaCew THY ypadny, vovy EXOVTES TO YUwlLa, 
avTns ebpey av SuvaivTO™ ovaens TOAAAXOV AANIwS aTaous MEY, OV UNV, wS ot 
Kedgos, To undev. AAA’ ovde Svvara: Tis avontos n ‘yons ekomaArtca 7 dan more 
Bovaerat To AcXPev oEerepicacbat Movos de kat mus 6 Kar’ adnbeiay ev Xpiorw 
Topos TOY Elploy mMaYTA amodan av TwY WET ETLKPUPEwS ELPNEVwY EV TOUS ™popn- 
TELOUS, TYEULATIKG TYEUMATIKOLS OVYKPLVOY, Kat KaTATKEVaC@Y “aro THS oUVnOELas 
Tov ypapwy ExacTov TwY edpiokowevey. ID, Contra Cels. lib. vii. § 11. i. 701, 2, 

2 Tenemus libros et legimus, sed spiritalem sensum non attingimus. Et 
ideo opus est lachrymis et orationibus indesinentibus postulare, ut Dominus 
aperiat oculos nostros.... Et quid dico ut aperiantur oculi nostri? Quia 
jam apertisunt. Jesus enim venit aperire oculos cecorum. Aperti ergo sunt 
oculi nostri, et de litera legis velamen ablatum est. Sed vereor ne nos ipsi 
eos somno iterum profundiore claudamus, dum non vigilamus in intellectu 
spiritali, neque solliciti sumus ut somnum discutiamus ab oculis nostris, et 
contemplemur que spiritalia sunt. Ip. In Genes. hom. 7. § 6. ii. 80. 

3 Figo autem vereor, ne per nimiam negligentiam et stoliditatem cordis, 
non solum velata sint nobis divina volumina, sed et signata.... Unde 
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“ For the explanation of these things we must not 
depend upon the strength of the human understanding, 
but upon supplications and prayers poured forth to God. 
In which also we need your aid, that God the Father of 
the Word would give us the word to the opening of our 
eyes, that we may be able to behold wonderful things out 
of his law. [Ps. 119. 18.7? 

“ Let us entreat the Lord, &e. .... that contem- 
plating in the Holy Spirit the things that are written by 
the Spirit, and comparing spiritual things with spiritual, 
we may explain the things that are written, worthily of 
God, and the Holy Spirit who inspired them.” * 

“Ye ought to know that the things read from the 
sacred volumes are worthy of having been uttered by the 
Holy Spirit, Ne we need the grace fer the eS Spirit to 
interpret them.” 

“ As Moses heard God, and then brought to the people 
what he had heard from God, so we need the Holy Spirit 
to make us acquainted with the mysteries [of Divine 
truth], that by our prayers we may be enabled to hear 
the Scripture, and then signify to the people what we 
have heard.” # 


ostenditur non solum studium nobis adhibendum esse ad discendas literas 
sacras, verum et supplicandum Domino, et diebus ac noctibus obsecrandum, 
ut veniat agnus ex tribu Jude, et ipse accipiens librum signatum dignetur 
aperire. Ip. In Exod. hom. 12. § 4. ii. 174. 

! Ad hee explananda non humani ingenii viribus nitendum est, sed ora- 
tionibus, et precibus ad Deum fusis. In quo etiam vestri adjutorio indigemus, 
ut Deus Pater Verhi det nobis verbum in apertionem oris [? oculi] nostri, ut 
possimus considerare mirabilia de lege ejus, Iv. In Levit. hom. 6. § 1. 
ii, 215. 

2? Oremus Dominum ut nobis etiam ad cetera, que ab eo prophetata sunt, 
intelligenda lucidiores quosque et veritati proximos sensus aperire dignetur, 
ut in Spiritu Sancto considerantes que per Spiritum scripta sunt, et spiritali- 
bus spiritalia comparantes, digne Deo et sancto Spiritu qui hee inspiravit, 
que scripta sunt explicemus. Ip. In Num. hom. 16. § 9. ii. 334. 

3 Scire debetis digna quidem esse sancti Spiritus eloquio que leguntur, 
[i. e. “ sacrorum voluminum ”’]; sed ad explananda ea indigemus gratia Spi- 
ritus Sancti. Ib, In Jos. hom. 8. § 1. ii. 415. 

4 Quomodo Moses audiebat Deum, et deinde ea que a Deo audierat, pro- 
ferebat, ad populum ; sic nos indigemus Spiritu sancto loquente in nobis mys- 
teria, ut orationibus nostris Scripturam possimus audire, et rursum quod 
audivimus populis intimare. Ip. In Ezech. hom. 7. § 10. iii. 385. \ 
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Other similar passages might easily be added.” 4 

Hence, then, we clearly see that Origen’s view was, not 
that there were no difficulties in Scripture, (which no one 
supposes,) not that even in the simplest passages there 
might not be a latent meaning besides that which was 
upon the surface, (a notion which, as is well known, he 
carried to an absurd extreme,) but that even a reception 
of the first and obvious meaning was sufficient to make a 
man a believer, and that a diligent study of the Serip- 
tures would unfold even its hidden meanings, and that the 
great assistant to whom we should look for the interpre- 
tation of it is the Holy Spirit. And nowhere does he 
speak so as to modify this view, except with regard to 
that summary of the faith we have already noticed, for 
which he considered himself to have sufficient testimony 
in the preaching of the Apostolical Churches. Nay, in 
other points, he expressly tells us, as we have seen, that 
Christians were, from the beginning, divided as to the 
meaning of the sacred books. And how far that sum- 
mary is of any use against the errors of the present day, 
is a point we have already considered. 


Cyprian (fl. a. 248.) 


In the preface to his first two books of Scripture Testimo- 
nies, addressed to Quirinus, in which he gives a few of 
the chief passages of Scripture on the principal Christian 
doctrines, after stating what his work contained, he adds, 
“ Tf you read these, they will be of use to you for the pre- 
sent in forming the first lineaments of the faith. More 
strength will be given you, and the understanding of 
your heart will be more and more vigorous, if you search 
the Scriptures of the Old and New Testament more fully, 
and read through all the volumes of the spiritual books. 
For in this work we have but filled a small vessel from the 
divine fountains, to send to you as a temporary supply. 
You will be able to drink more freely, and be more fully 


' See De Prine. lib. iv. § 10. i. 167. 


ON THE SUBJECT OF THIS WORK. 503 


satisfied, if you also approach to the same fountains of 
divine fulness, and drink from hence as we have.” ! 

Is not this a reference to Scripture as the best teacher 
of the Christian religion ? 


Novatian (fl. a. 251.) 


“The divine Scripture,” says Novatian, “easily re- 
futes and exposes both the frauds and thefts of heretics.” * 


Grecory or Nrocmsarea (fl. a. 254.) 


“To those who search the divine oracles,” says Gre- 
gory of Neocesarea, “is unfolded the treasure of the 


knowledge of God.” § 
Lacrantivus (fl. a. 303.) 


“ Learned men,” says Lactantius, “ accustomed to 
sweet and polished orations and poems, despise the sim- 
ple and unadorned language of the divine Scriptures as 
contemptible . . . . Could not, then, God, the maker of 
the mind and voice and tongue, speak eloquently? Yes, 
verily, but the Supreme Providence wished those things 
that are divine to be clear, that all might understand what 
he himself addressed to all.” * 


1 Que legenti tibi interim prosint ad prima fidei lineamenta formanda. 
Plus roboris tibi dabitur, et magis ac magis intellectus cordis operabitur, 
scrutanti scripturas veteres ac novas plenius, et universa librorum spiritalium 
volumina perlegenti. Nam nos nunc de divinis fontibus implevimus modicum, 
quod tibi interim mitteremus. Bibere uberius et saturari copiosius poteris, si 
tu quoque ad eosdem divine plenitudinis fontes nobiscum pariter potaturus 
accesseris. CypriAni Testim. ad Quirinum. Pref. ad libr. i. and ii. 

2 Scriptura divina hereticorum et fraudes et furta facile convincit et detegit. 
Novartrani De Trin. c. 19. cum Tertull. Op. ed. 1664. p. 718. 

3 Tous epevywot Ta Gera Aoryia avaxaru@rerat 6 Onouvpos THs Tov Ocov yywrews, 
Grercor. Nxocas, (THaumat.) In Annunce. Serm, 2. ed. Paris. 1622, p. 19. 
See the whole context. 

4 Assueti enim [i.e. homines literati] dulcibus et politis sive orationibus 
sive carminibus, divinarum literarum simplicem communemque sermonem 
pro sordido aspernantur. .. . . Num igitur Deus et mentis et vocis et lingue 
artifex diserte loqui non potest ?. Imo vero Summa Providentia carere fuco 
voluit ea que divina sunt, ut omnes intelligerent que ipse omnibus loque- 
batur. Lacrant. Diy. Instit. Lib. vi. c. 21. (Cant. 1685. pe 339. Par, 1748. 
vol. 1. p. 496.) 
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“ The divine Scriptures teach us the knowledge of the 
truth,” } 


“This is the principal reason why the holy Scripture is 
not believed among the wise and learned and the princes 
of this world, that the prophets have spoken in a com- 
mon and simple phraseology, as addressing themselves to 
the people.” 

“Since there have existed many heresies, and the 
people of God have, by the instigations of evil spirits, 
been divided, the truth is briefly to be settled by us, and 
placed in its own proper abode; that if any one desires to 
draw the water of life, he may not be carried away to 
exhausted lakes that have no supply, but may know the 
abundant fountain of God, supplied with which: he may 
enjoy perennial light .... Some not sufficiently learned 
in the heavenly writings . . . . have been led astray from 
the right path, and corrupted the heavenly writings, that 
they might compose for themselves a new doctrine, desti- 
tute of any root and stability.” 3 


Aruanasius (fl. a. 326.) 
Our next witness is Athanasius, whose views, indeed, on 


' Nos... divine litere ad scientiam veritatis erudiunt. Lib. vii. c. 14. 
(Cant. 1685. p. 383. Par. 1748. vol. 1. p. 555.) 

2 Nam hee in primis causa est, cur apud sapientes et doctos et principes 
hujus seeculi, Scriptura Sancta fide careat, quod Prophets communi ac sim- 
plici sermone, ut ad populum, sunt locuti. Lib. v.c. 1. (Cant, 1685. p. 236. 
Par. 1748. vol. 1. p. 361.) 

® Sed quoniam multe heereses extiterunt, et instinctibus demonum populus 
Dei scissus est, determinanda est nobis veritas breviter, et in suo proprio 
domicilio collocanda ; ut si quis aquam vite cupiet haurire, non ad detritos 
lacus deferatur, qui non habent venam, sed uberrimum Dei noverit fontem, 
quo irrigatus perenni luce potiatur...... Quidam non satis ccelestibus 
literis eruditi . . . . depravati sunt ab itinere recto, et ceelestes literas corru- 
perunt, ut novam sibi doctrinam sine ulla radice ac stabilitate componerent, 
Lib. iv. c. 30. (Cant. 1685. pp. 231, 2. Par. 1748. vol. i. pp. 352, 3.) And 
to these passages we might add the following,—-“* Ecce vox de ccelo veritatem 
docens, et nobis sole ipso clarius lumen ostendens.” Lib. iii. c. ult. (Cant. 
1685. p. 171. Par. 1748. tom. i. p. 270.) There can be little doubt to what 
Lactantius here refers, but as the Scriptures are not expressly named, I have 
not noticed it above. 
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the point now in question are very clearly shown in some 
of the passages already quoted from him above ; where he 
tells us that “ the whole inspired Scripture teaches more 
clearly and fully than he could,’! that “ the representa- 
tions of the truth derived from the Scriptures are much 
more exact than those derived from any other source; ”’ ? 
that the reader of Scripture may “ find from the divine 
oracles” the Christian faith, “ for the holy and inspired 
Scriptures are sufficient of themselves for the delivery of 
the truth ;”% and that “ the true and pious faith in the 
Lord is evident to all, being known and read out of the 
divine Scriptures.” + — 

But we may add to these many other similar testi- 
monies, 

Thus, after having expounded the faith respecting the 
person and incarnation of Christ, he says,—“ Accept 
these remarks from us, treating briefly of the matter as 
far as regards the elements and outline of the faith with 
respect to Christ .... But if, having taken occasion 
from these remarks, thou shouldest read the Scriptures, 
sincerely applying thy mind to them, thou shalt know 
from them, as to the points spoken of, more perfectly and 
clearly the accuracy of what has been said.” ° 

Again; “ The Lord himself said, Search the Scrip- 
tures, they are they that testify of me. How, therefore, 
shall they confess the Lord who do not search the Scrip- 


tures respecting him? . . . Of what use are the Seriptures 
to him of Samosata? . . . Of what use are the Scriptures 
to the Arians, and an a they quote them? .... For 


1 See p. 361, note ! above. 

2 See p. 362, note ' above. 

3 See p. 866, note * above. 

4 See p. 370, note ? above. 

° Tavra wey cor mup juwv 8 odAvywy, bc0v mpos oTOLXELwWoW Kat KapakTNpA 
Tns Kata Xpieroy wigTews.. «+... Su be ryv mpopact ek TovTwy AaBwv, Et 
EVTVYXAVOLS TOLS THY Ypapoy YPampart, yynowws ourors eioTavay TOV vouY, YYMOn 

Tup UVvTOV TA Acyomevo, eAELOTEpOV Mev kau TpavoTEpoy TwY AeXOEVT@Y THY aKpt- 
~ Beoy. Aruanas. De incarn. Verbi Dei. § 56. tom. i. p. 96. ed. Ben. 
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none of these heresies have anything in common with the 
Scriptures in the impiety of their conceits. And this 
their patrons well-know. . . . . But in order to deceive 
the simple . . . . they pretend to care for and speak the 
words [of Scripture], like their father the devil, that from 
the use of the words they may seem to hold the right doc- 
trine, and may then persuade miserable men to embrace 
doctrines contrary to the Seriptures . . . . Any one who 
wished accurately to discuss these points, might write 
much respecting them .. . . But since the divine Scrip- 
ture is more competent than all things [to teach the faith], 
therefore having given my advice to those who desire to 
know more concerning these things to read the divine 
words, I have myself hastened to set forth that which is 
most pressing, on which account chiefly I have thus 
written.” } 

A more direct and unqualified contradiction to the 
view of the Tractators than is contained in this passage 
could not be framed. 

Again; “ We are confident,’ he says, “ from the 
divine Scriptures, respecting the orthodox faith, and place 
it as a light upon a candlestick.” ? 

“The Scripture hath laid down such examples and 
images, in order that, since human nature is unable to 


1 ‘O de Kupios autos eAeyey, epevare Tas ypadas, dre avrat evow af paptu- 
povoa mept cuov. Tlws ovy duoAoynoovor Tov Kupioy, un mpoepevvwyTes Tas mepe 
avTouv ypapass; ..+.- Ti Tw Zapocare: Ta Twv ypadwv; .. . Ti de Kar Tos 
Apetavois ai ypuput, kor TL TavTas obToi mpopepovow;... Tpos wey yup Tyv 
ia THS eTLVOLAS aTeBELay EKaTT) TOUTMY TwY uipeTewY OVdEY KOLYOY EXEL TpOS TAS 
ypaus* Kot ToVTO tact KoL of Ta ToUTwY mMpecBevovTEs, . . . amraTns de Xapiy 
Tw GmAVOTEPWY . . . . TXNuaTiLovTaL MeheTay Kat Nevyely Tas Ackels, ds 6 TaTNP 
avTay d1aBoro0s, iva ek Tay Ackewy Sotwoww opOov exew Kat TO Ppovnma, Kat AouTov 
TElTwoL Tapa Tas ypapas Ppovew Tous TaAaimwpouvs avOpwrovs .... TloAAa 
fev ovy ay TLS ypayetev, et BovdoiTo Tept TouTwY emckepyacacOal. .... Emeidn 
Se 7 Vera ypabn mayvTwy cori ikavwrepa, TovTOV Xap tots BovAopmevots Ta TWOAAG 
TEpt TOUTOY YivwoKEl, uUBoUAEUTUS EVTUYXaVELY ToOLS AeLoLS AOryOLS, aUvTOS VUY TO 
Karemeyoy eorovduca dnAwooL, dio padioTa Kat obTws eypaya. Ip. Ep. ad 
Epise. Aigypti et Lib. (al. Orat. 1. contra Arian.) § 4. i. 273, 4. 

? [Sou ‘yap 7ymers prev ex Tov Ceiwy ypapwy wappnoiufouesa rept 7s cvoeBous 


TLOTEWS, KAL WS AUXVOY emt THS AvXVLas TiWeapevy. ID. Orat. 1. contra Arian. 
§ 9.1. 412. 
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comprehend the things of God, we may be able, in some 
small and imperfect way, as far as is attainable, to know 
something of them. And as with respect to the ex- 
istence of a God and a Providence, creation is sufficient 
to give us this knowledge ...... and we do not 
require words to learn this from them [i. e. from the things 
that are made]; but upon hearing the Scriptures believe ; 

. . . in the same way, the afore-mentioned passages being 
sufficient with respect to the divinity of the Son, it is vain, 
nay, rather, it is the height of madness, to doubt, and 
heretically to ask, how can the Son be eternal?” 4 

Far from supposing that there was any obscurity in 
Scripture that could be any apology for the Arians, he 
only blames them for their ignorance and perverse inter- 
pretation of such clear declarations of the truth as are to 
be found there. 

“ They,’ he says, “ laying down their own impious 
doctrine as a sort of canon, pervert all the divine oracles 
so as to make them accord with it, who, while only utter- 
ing these things, deserve no other answer than ‘ Ye do 
err, not knowing the Scriptures, nor the power of God.’ ’”? 

The reason why the heretics did not confess Christ to 
be the Son of God in an orthodox sense, was, according 
to him, their “ ignorance of the truth, and want of ac- 
quaintance with the divine Scriptures.” 3 

1 To.avra yop Ta mopaderyuara Kat TovavTas Tas eukovas eOnKkey 7 ypudn, iv” 
ereiday aduyaros ect 1) avOpwrivn pvois mept @cov KaTadaBeww, Kav Ek ToUTwY 
OALYOTTWS TWS Kat auvdpws, ws EpLKTOY EOL, SiovoELcOoL SvynOwuEVY. Kat @omep 
TEpt TOV ELV GL Qeov KQL TpoVvoLav, avTapkns 7) KTLOLS Tpos THY yoo oe © © Kt 
ov dwvas amaitovyTes Trap avTwy pwavOavomev, OAN akovoyTES bey TWY Ypapwy 
TLOTEVOMEV « « » « TOV QUTOV TpOTOV Trepl TNS TOV viov OeoTnTos ikavey OVTQV TWV 
TPOELPNUEVOV HNTWV, TEPLTTOV, [LaAAOY OE Kat mavLas TACOY coTLY auplBarrAEl, Kat 


aiperinws muvOavecOa, mas ovy Suvarat aidiws evo 6 vios; K.T.A. Ip. Orat. 2. 
contra Arian. § 32. i. 500. 

2 ‘Os kavova Twa Thy Wiay aceBeray Ocuevol, mpos TovToy TavTa Ta Aelia Aoyia 
diaotpepovow’ of TivEs Kat povoy avTa, POeyyoucvor, ovder ETEpoy aicove ELoty 
a&1ot, n, MAavacde, un eidoTes Tas ypaas, nde ryv Suvapuv Tov Oeov. Ip, Orat. 
1. contra Arian. § 52. i. 457. 

3 To de etvat Tovrov Tov eov.viov ovx dmodoyovo.y*? ects Se TovTO THS aAyN- 
Geras ayyaoid, Kat TwY Dewy ypapwy omeipia. Ip. De decret. Nic. Syn. § 17. 
1. 222. 
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And he says, that “ they who call the Arians Chris- 
tians, are much and greatly deceived, as persons who have 
neither read the Scriptures, nor are at all acquainted with 
Christianity and the faith in Christ.” 1 

Lastly, on the style of Scripture phraseology, he says, 
that “ it is the custom of the divine Seripture to deliver 
and describe things that are above human comprehension 
in the words of man.”* And that “it is the custom of 
the ee to speak in a plain and simple style of 
phraseology.” ° 

Other passages of a similar nature might easily be 
added. + 

And the directions he gives for ascertaining the mean- 
ing of Scripture are such as these ;— 

“ This doctrine will’ be found abundantly contained in 
the divine oracles by him who diligently reads them, and 
investigates the time, and the persons, and the cause of 
the things written, and so reads with judgment and discri- 
mination. Thus such a one will find out the time of this 
passage we are now considering, and will understand that 
the Lord, having existed from eternity, afterwards at the 
end of times became man, &e.”’ 5 

“It is right, as it behoves us to do in the case of the 
whole divine Scripture, and as, indeed, is necessary, so 


! Of rovrovs [i. e. Apetavous] kadouvres Xptoriavovs, ToAv Kat Atay TAUYWYTAL, 
GS MATE TAS Ypahus aveyvwxores, pnTE dAws EdoTEs TOY XpioTiavicMoY KUL THY EV 
avtw mor. Ip. Orat. 1. contra Arian. § 1. i. 406. 

2 Eéos yap Ty Geta ypadn, avOpwrivws Ta, imep avOpwmroy Aurel Kan ONMULVELY+ 
Ip. Orat. 4. contra Arian. § 27. i. 638. 

* E@os de Tovro TH ypapy, ameptepyws Kar cmdrws ras Aekets exppater. Ip. 
Orat. 4. contra Arian. § 33. i. 642. 

* See Orat. 3. contra Arian. § 1.1. 551. A. Ib. § 15. i. 564. B. Epist. 1. 
ad Serap. § 13. 1.661. E. Ib. § 20. i. 669. B. C. Also Pseudo-Athanas. 
Disp. cum Ario § 48. says, Al ayia ypapa rayra capn Siadeyovta. Tom. ii. 
p. 228, 

; © Tyu.de diavolay TavTnY edpyoel KaAws Ev ToOLs AoryLOLS KELwevNY 6 Kn Tapepyov 
NYOULEVOS THY aNAYYWTW, GARG, Kat TOV KULpOY Kal TA mpoowRa KaL THY XpELay Tov 
YEYPAUpLEVOY EpELYOY, Kat OdTH TA avUYYwoHaTa SiaKpweY Kat Stavooumevos. Tov 
Mev OUY KoLpov Tov pyTOV TOUTOV EbpygEL KaL yroceT ou STL at wy & Kuptos ioTepov 


EL OUTEAELA THY CA@VeY yeyovEY ayOpwmros, K.T. A. In. De decret. Nic, Syn. 
§ 14. 1, 220. 
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here also, faithfully to ascertain the time of which the 
Apostle spoke, and the person and the thing on account 
of which he wrote, that the reader may not, by ignorance 
of these things, or some other similar matter, err from 
the true meaning.” And having noticed some who had 
not attended to this, he adds,—“ Such, therefore, in truth, 
having been the case with the enemies of Christ, they 
have fallen away into grievous heresy. For if they had 
known both the person and the thing, and the time of 
the Apostle’s words, they would not, by understanding 
what was spoken of his human nature as applying to his 
divinity, have madly reached such a height of impiety.” ! 

These are the practical directions he gives for ascer- 
taining the meaning of Scripture. And his words clearly 
show that he considered that it needed only the proper 
use of these means to discover the sense of Seripture. On 
all points, then, the testimony of Athanasius is wholly 
with us. 


Aytuony [fl. a. 330.) 


Among others, let us hear the testimony of the pious 
Anthony respecting the sufficiency of Scripture for teach- 
ing the faith. In one of his addresses to the monks who 
had associated themselves with him, as recorded by Atha- 
nasius, he commences by saying,—“ THE SCRIPTURES ARE 
SUFFICIENT TO TEACH US; but it is well for us to exhort 
one another in the faith, and animate one another by dis- 
course.” * 


! Aci de, ds emi mans THs Geras ypopns mpoonie ToLeLy, Kot avaryKa.ov EoTIY, 
oiTw kat evrav0a, Kad’ dy evmev 6 amooTOAOS KalpoV, Kal TO TPOTWTOY, Ka TO Tparyea, 
diomep eypave, micTas eka Baveww, iva un wapaTavTan Kot map’ éTEpoy TLTOVT@V 
ayvowy 6 avaryiwwoKwy, ckw THs GANOwWns Siavoias yevnTal... +. TotavTa dn ovy 
kat of Xpiotomaxo. maOovres, eis wvoapay aipecw ekmemTwKacw. Ex yap eyvw- 
KELOQY TO TE TPOTWTOY Kat TO TPUTYLG, KUL TOY KaLpoY TOU amoTTOALKOV pyTOU, OUK 
ov Ta avOpwriva, 1s Tov BeoTnTa ekAoBavoyTes TocovTOY no~Bovy of appoves. ID. 
Orat. 1. contra Arian. §§ 54, 55.i, 458, 9, 

® Tas wey ypopas ikavas evar mpo [mpos] didackaAtu’ juas de Kadov mapa- 
KaAEW GAANAOUS EV TH TIOTEL, KaL aAELpe ev Tois Aoryors. ANTON. Mon. ad 
Monach, in Athanas. Vita Anton. § 16. Ed. Ben, Op. Athanas, tom. i. 
p. 808, Ed. Colon. 1686. tom. ii. p-461, 
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Cyrit oF JERUSALEM (fl. a. 350.) 


I proceed to Cyril of Jerusalem, for whose opinion as 
to the sufficiency of Scripture for teaching the faith, we 
may note the following passages. 

After having given an account of the principal articles 
of the Christian faith, as taught by Scripture, proceeding 
to discuss the remaining elementary points, he says, “ But 
the inspired Scriptures of the Old and New Testament 
teach us these things.”! And accordingly, in the latter 
part of the same Lecture, he says,—“ Fortify thy soul in 
every way, attending diligently to fastings, works of cha- 
rity, and the perusal of the divine oracles, that living the 
rest of thy time in the flesh with temperance, and in the 
acknowledgment of the pure doctrines of Christianity, 
thou mayest enjoy the one salvation of the font.” ? 

Again ;—*“ Go to the bee, and learn how laborious it is; 
how, flying from flower to flower of every kind, it pro- 
duces honey for thy profit; that thou also thyself, going 
through the divine Scriptures, may obtain thy own salvation, 
and being filled with these divine Scriptures may say, 
‘ How sweet are thy words unto my taste, sweeter than 
honey and the honeycomb to my mouth.’ ” ® 

Again; “ But for the future let us go to the divine 
Scriptures, and drink waters from our own cisterns, the 
holy fathers, and from the fountain of our own wells. 


Let us drink from living water springing up into eternal 
lites14 


1 Tavra de didacKovew Huas at Oeomvevoro! ypapa: TS maAalas Te Kal Kaus 
SiaOnens. Cyrity. Heros. Cat. 4. § 20. p. 63. ed. Milles. 

2 Tavrows tv ceavrov Wuxnv acpariwov, vncrerais TpocEexXaV, EXENMocuvats, 
Kat Oewy Aoyov avaryvacpac, iva, weTa Twppocuvys Kot SoypLaTwy evaeBav Tov 
emtAolmoy ev capkt Biwoaus Xpovov TNS Las TOV AoVTpOV GwTHpLAs amoAavaons. ID. 
Cat. 4. § ult. p. 68. 

TlopevOnt. mpos THY MEALTOOY, Kat mabe ws epyaTis cot’ mwS avOn-mavTOLA 
MEpiTpeXovoa, ouVTOATL ToL mpos wperAciay TO meAL iva KUL aVTOS TepLepKojevos 
Tas Jelas ypapas, TNS EuvTOV gwrnpias wepidpakn, Kat TOUT@Y EUpopoumEvos exTys, 
‘Os yAukea TH Aapvyyt mot TA Aoyia gov" bmep MEAL Kat Knploy Tw OTOBATL fLov. 
Ip. Cat. 9. § 6. p. 121. 

* Aoumoy Be ets Tus Beas ypapas emaveAOwmer, Kat TwpeY HdaTa azo TLET Epeov’ 
AYYELWY, GYLOV TATEpwY, KGL OO THuETEpwY ppeaTay mnYyNS’ Tuam amo Hdaros 
SwvTos GAAomevon evs Cwnv auwviov,x.T. A. Ip, Cat. 16. § 5. p. 228. 
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Again; “ For the time would fail me in my discourse 
if I wished to speak of the points that remain respecting 
the Holy Spirit from the fourteen Epistles of Paul, in 
which, in various ways, and with a fulness that has 
omitted nothing, and in the fear of God, he has taught 
us [the faith]. But may it be the office of the power of 
the Holy Spirit himself to grant to us pardon for the 
things which we have omitted on account of the shortness 
of the days, and to infuse into you my hearers a more 
perfect knowledge of the things’ omitted; the studious 
among you learning these things from a more frequent read- 
ing of the divine Scriptures ; and now also from these pre- 
sent catechetical lectures, and from what I have before 
spoken, having a firmer faith, that is, faith in one God 
the Father Almighty,” &c.1 


Hixuary oF Poictisrs (fl. a. 354.) 


“When,” saith Hilary of Poictiers, “ after a long night 
of ignorance, after the ambiguous and uncertain teaching 
of human opinions, after the various views of different re- 
ligions, man has long been in error and inquiring respect- 
ing God . . . every prudent man having betaken himself 
to the Prophets and Apostles will have obtained the know- 
ledge of the whole law of God, under the mystery of its 
eternal arrangement.” And having added a brief state- 
ment of the faith which is thus learned, he says,—“ And 
then this mystery of piety being received, being placed in 
the light of knowledge after the night of ignorance, he 
thus speaks, “ Shall not my soul be subject unto God ? 
For from him cometh my salvation, &c. [Ps. Ixii. 1, 2.]” 2 

1 EmAenper yap we Sunyouuevoy 6 xpovos, et eBovAomny Aeyetv Ta AcLTovTa TeEpt 
Gryiov Tvevparos ex Twy Tlavaou Tecoapeckaideka, emioToAwy, ev ais ToLKIAws, Kat 
aveAAiT@s, Kat evAaBws edidatey. Epyov 8 ay evn Ths Suvapews avTou Tou oryiov 
Tvevparos, nury wey, ep’ ois eveAActmomey, Sia TO TwY NuEpwy oAvyoy BovvaL ovy- 
youn, bu de Tos akpourais TwY AELTOVTwY TEAELOTEpay EVOELYAL THY "YYwoLY, 
Tw oTovdawY EV buW EK THS TUKVOTEpUs TwY DELwY YpapaY aVaryYwoEwWS TATE, 
pavOavovtov, non Se ka Ex TOY TapoVTwY TOUTMY KATNXNTEWV, Kal EK TWY MPOTEpoy 
elpnucvav hyuw BeBouorepay Thy mor exovrav, rwv [? TH] Els Eva Ocov murepa 


mavtoKparopa, kK. T.r. Ip, Cat. 17. § 16. p. 257. 
2 Cum post multam inscientie noctem, post ambiguam humanarum senten- 
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“We must first act according to the commands of God ; 
then his ways are to be considered ; for unless the practice 
of faithful works shall have gone before, the knowledge 
of doctrine will not be attained; and we must first act 
obediently that we may obtain knowledge. His ‘ ways, 
therefore, we consider to mean, according to our former 
exposition, the Law, the Prophets, all the Gospels and 
the Apostles [i. e. the books of the Old and New Testa- 
ment].” } 

“ Salvation is far from the wicked, because they have 
not sought the statutes of God; since for no other pur- 
pose were they consigned to writing than that they should 
come within the knowledge and conceptions of all without 


exception.” ? 
“The word of God [speaking expressly of Sash 
has consulted the benefit of all who shall ever live, being 
itself the PE oe to promote the instruction of mankind 


in every age.” 
“The only-begotten God, conscious of his own nature, 
declares the ineffable mystery of his nativity, for the con- 
fession of our faith, with the greatest possible fulness that 
words would admit of, that he might be understood to be 
born, and yet believed to be in the nature of God.” 4 


tiarum incertamque doctrinam, post diversarum religionum variam opinionem, 
cum diu erratum quesitumque de Deo sit . . . . prudens quisque conversus 
ad Prophetas atque Apostolos, Dei legem omnem sub sacramento zxterne dis- 
positionis perceperit ,.... ac tum hoc sacramento pietatis accepto post 
ignorationis noctem in scientie lumine collocatus ita dicit, etc. Huinar. 
Pictav. in Ps, 61. (al. 62.) § 2. col. 146, 7. 

' Prius exercendum est: in mandatis Dei, tum deinde vie ejus considerande : 
quia nisi fidelium operum usus precesserit, doctrine cognitio non apprehen- 
detur; et agendum a nobis antea fideliter est, ut scientiam consequamur. Vias 
ergo, secundum superiorem expositionem, Legem, Prophetas, omnia Evan- 
gelia et Apostolos esse existimamus. Ip. in Ps. 118. (al. 119.) Litt. 2. § 10. 
col, 255. 

* Ob id longe a peccatoribus salus est, quia non exquisierunt justificationes 
Dei, cum non utique ob aliud consignatz litteris maneant, quam ut ad univer- 
sorum scientiam notionemque defluerent. Ip. In Ps. 118. (al. 119.) Litt. 20. 
§ 5, col. 359. 

3 Universis qui in vitam venirent Dei sermo consuluit, universe etati ipse 
aptissimus ad profectum. In. Prolog. in Cant. quind. grad. § 4. col. 368. 

* Unigenitus igitur Deus nature in se sue conscius, nativitatis proprie in- 
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' “ For the discourses of man concerning the things of 
God, there are left to us no other words than those of 
God; all other are both narrow and confined, and em- 
barrassed and obscure. If any one desires to describe this 
matter in any other words than those in which it is declared 
by God, either he does not himself understand it, or he leaves 
it ee eee to the reader.” } 

-“ Tt ought first to be known, that God has not spoken 

e Fomscif but to us, and has so adapted his words to our 
intelligence as to enable the infirmity of our nature to re- 
ceive and understand them.” 2 

“Therefore God providing for the infirmity of man has 
not taught the faith by bald words of doubtful meaning 
..... Lask what other fitter words he could have used 
to make us understand his meaning, that he and the 
Father should be understood to be one, than, &c. [quoting 
John x. 30].” 3 
_ “The Lord has declared the faith of the gospel with the 
greatest possible simplicity of words; and has adapted his 
language to our intelligence as far as the infirmity of our 
nature could bear.” 4 

“The Apostolical words have not a meaning incautiously 


enarrabile sacramentum, ad fidei tamen nostre confessionem, quanta potest 
verborum absolutione significat, ut et natus intelligatur et in Dei natura esse 
credatur, etc. Ib. ib. lib. vii. § 22. col. 930. 

1 Non relictus est hominum eloquiis de Dei rebus alius preter quam Dei 
sermo: omnia reliqua et arta et conclusa et impedita sunt et obscura. Si quis 
aliis verbis demonstrare hoc quam quibus a Deo dictum est, volet, aut ipse 
non intelligit, aut legentibus non intelligendum relinquit. Ip. ib, lib. vii. 
§ 38. col. 942. - 

? Primum cognosci oportet, Deum non sibi sed nobis locutum et in tantum 
ad intelligentiam nostram eloquii sui temperasse sermonem, quantum com- 
prehendere ad sentiendum nature nostre possit infirmitas. Ip. ib. lib. viii. 
§ 43. col. 973. 

* Consulens itaque humane infirmitati Deus non incerta verborum nuditate 
fidem docnit . . . . quero quo alio ad intelligenti« nostre sensum exposi- 
tionis su uti potuerit aptiore sermone, ut unum esse intelligerentur, quam, 
etc. Ip. ib. § 52. col. 978. 

* Quanta potuit Dominus verborum simplicitate evangelicam fidem locutus 
est; et in tantum ad intelligentiam nostram sermones aptavit, in quantum 
nature nostree ferret infirmitas. Ib. ib. lib. ix. § 40. col. 1010. 
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expressed, or one that is doubtful so as to give room for 
impiety.” 3 

Hence so far from thinking it necessary to appeal to 
“ tradition,’ because the heretics quoted Scripture, he 
says, “The meaning of those very declarations must be 
produced from the declarations themselves, that the truth 
may there be found where it is denied. For the things 
that are spoken by divine inspiration simply and to teach 
us the faith, are necessarily so spoken, that for that for 
which they are spoken they cannot be confirmed by the 
testimonies of declarations foreign to them.” * 

He makes Scripture the judge for the very reason that 
heretics quoted it as in their favour. 

And the reason he gives for heretical misinterpretations 
of Scripture is, not its obscurity, but that what is read is 
adapted to a meaning, rather than a meaning adapted to 
what is read. * 

Many other passages of a like nature might easily be 
added. # 

Moreover, on the means of attaining a knowledge of 
the true sense of Scripture, he speaks thus,— 

After speaking of the Law being understood by Chris- 
tians, he adds—“ This perhaps may be thought bold. It 
is indeed bold if we take this glory to ourselves,. if we 
think so much to be within the power of our infirmity, 
that with respect to things hidden for so long a time, 


' Non incautis neque ad occasionem impietatis incertis significationibus 
sermo apostolicus loquitur. Ip. lib. xi. § 17. col. 1092. 

? Korum ipsorum dictorum ratio ex his ipsis dictis afferatur; ut illic veritas 
reperiatur, ubi negatur. Que enim simpliciter et ad eruditionem fidei divinitus 
dicta sunt, necesse est ita dicta sint, ut ad id [ad] quod dicta sunt non alieno- 
rum atque extrinsecus dictorum confirmentur exemplis. In. ib. § 7. col. 
1086. 

3 Nec negari possit, ex vitio male intelligentia, fidei exstitisse dissidium, 
dum quod legitur sensui potius coaptatur quam lectioni sensus obtemperat. 
Ip. ib, lib. vii. § 4. col. 917. 

4 See in Psalm 118. Litt. 1. § 7. col. 246. Ib. Litt. 14. § 2. col. 821,2. In 
Psalm 135. § 2. col, 482. De Trin. lib. iv. § 17. col. 888. Ib. lib. vi. § 19. 
col. 890, 1. 
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obscure to so many ages of the human race, in seeking to 
attain the sense of which kings have laboured in vain, 
doctors and teachers of the law have themselves erred, we 
that are fools in the eyes of the world, the offscouring of 
the earth and madmen to the wise, should boast of under- 
standing them. But yet we do understand them; be- 
eause he is faithful who said, ‘ Ask and it shall be given 
you, seek and ye shall find, knock and it shall be opened 
unto you’. ... It is not therefore of ourselves that we 
understand, but of him who hath given us to understand 
those things which were beyond our knowledge. There- 
fore understanding is to be looked for from him, who will 
both open to those who knock, and will show to those who 
inquire, and will not refuse those that ask.” + 

“Tt isa matter requiring great diligence to consider 
the force of the words used, and to know what belongs to 
each thing in the meaning of what is said. .... Inthe 
divine Scriptures . . .. if an impious ear and a rustic 
mind should hear them, it may neglect them as useless 
and unnecessary, but if a hearer or reader, earnestly de- 
sirous of the knowledge of God, shall have approached 
them, whose frequent reading and gift of spiritual grace 
shall have given him knowledge to discern and under- 
stand the several matters contained therein, he will admire 
every thing, and will use them according to their proper 
powers and qualities.” * 


1 Hoe forte insolens existimetur. Plane insolens est si nobis hane gloriam 
presumimus, si tantum infirmitati nostra licere volumus, ut tantis temporibus 
abstrusa, tantis humani generis obscura etatibus, in quibus intelligendis frustra 
reges laboraverint, ipsi doctores et magistri legis erraverint, nos stulti seeculo 
et purgamenta mundi et deliramenta sapientibus eorum intelligentiam glo- 
riemur. Sed tamen intelligimus; quia non mendax est qui dixit, Petite et 
dabitur vobis ; querite et invenietis, pulsate et aperietur vobis.... . Non 
ergo ex nobis est quod intelligimus, sed ex eo qui que ignorabilia evant fecit 
intelligi. Itaque ab eo speranda intelligentia est, qui et pulsantibus aperiet et 
querentibus demonstrabit et petentibus non negabit. In. In Ps. 125. § 2. 
col. 407. 

2 Magne diligentie res est, virtutem verborum collocatorum expendere, et 
scire quid cuique rei sub eorum que dicta sunt significatione sit proprium.. . 
In divinis Seripturis . . . . si eas impia auris et mens rustica audiat, tamquam 
otiosas et non necessarias negligat, at vero si calens ad cognitionem Dei auditor 

Ys thy ee 
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“ He is the best reader [of the Scriptures] who looks 
for the meaning:of the words from the words rather than 
imposes a meaning upon them, and takes away a sense 
rather than brings it ; nor forces upon the words the ap- 
pearance of that sense which before reading he presumed to 
be the meaning.” 3 

“We trust, therefore, that thou, O God, wilt give an 
impulse to the commencement of this fearful undertaking, 
and strengthen us in its progress, and call us to com- 
munion with the prophetic or apostolic spirit, that we 
may understand their words in no other sense than that in 
which they uttered them, &c.. . Grant us, therefore, the 
knowledge of the meaning of the words, the light of in- 


g 


telligence, the force of the statements, the true faith, kc.” 

“ Let us from the words look for the sense, from the 
sense let us gather the purport, and from the purport let 
us apprehend the truth.” $ 

“Let us seek the meaning in the following context. 
For the faith is to be derived not from our will, but from 
the force of the words.” 4 : 

“The meaning of the words must be sought, either from 
what goes before, or from what follows.”® 


aut lector adstiterit, et cui frequens lectio et spiritalis gratie donum scientiam 
dijudicandi singula intelligendique prestiterit, mirabitur omnia, atque his se- 
cundum naturales eorum virtutes et efficientias utetur . ... coliatis et vir- 
tutibus et temporibus et rebus non imperite his que sibi comperta fuerint 
utatur. Ip. In Ps. 134. § 1. col. 468. 

1 Optimus lector est, qui dictorum intelligentiam exspectet ex dictis potius 
quam imponat, et retulerit magis quam attulerit ; neque cogat id videri dictis 
contineri quod ante lectionem presumserit intelligendum. Ip. De Trin. 
lib. i. § 18. col. 776, 7. 

2 Exspectamus ergo ut trepidi hujus ceepti exordia incites, et profectu 
accrescente confirmes et ad consortium vel prophetalis vel apostolici spiritus 
voces: ut dicta eorum non alio quam ipsi locuti sunt sensu apprehendamus, 
ete. . .. Tribue ergo nobis verborum significationem, intelligentiz lumen, 
dictorum honorem, veritatis fidem, &c. In. ib. § 38. col. 786. 

3 Ex verbis sensum sequamur, ex sensu rationem intelligamus, et ex ratione 
veritatem apprehendamus. Ip. ib. lib. v. § 7. col. 858. 

* Intelligentiz igitur sensum in consequentibus requiramus. Non enim 
fides ex arbitrio nostro, sed ex dictorum est ineunda virtutibus. Ip. ib. lib. vii. 
§ 33. col. 939. 

° Dictorum intelligentia aut ex prepositis aut ex.consequentibus expetatur. 
Ip, ib. lib. ix. § 2. col. 985. 
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“The man of the world does not comprehend the faith 
of the Apostle; and no other words than his own explain 
the declarations in which he has expressed his views.” 

“ Nor, in truth, would human infirmity carry itself for- 
ward to the knowledge of heavenly things, if it were not 
taught to understand the divine and inscrutable nature, 
by God bestowing upon it the gift of knowledge, through 
the teaching of the Spirit.”* 

Such are the statements of Hilary on the means by 
which the sense of Scripture is to be ascertained. 


Epipaantus (fl. a. 368.) 


The testimony of Epiphanius is worthy of especial 
notice, as peculiarly clear and strong in favour of the 
views for which we contend. 

“The Scripture,” he says, “always guarding against 
men falling into extremes, leads the mind from every 
quarter, into’ the middle path of truth ... the whole 
Scripture sets before us with clearness the right path with 
respect to truth.”$ 

“You see how clear all things are relating to the truth, 
and no contradiction in the Scripture.’ 

Again ; having pointed out various texts of Scripture in 
refutation of the Arian heresy, he says, “ You see that 
all things relating to Christ are easy, and nothing in them 
perplexed.’ “The divine Scripture is lifegiving, and has 
nothing to offend the faithful, or that can palliate blas- 

1 Apostolicam fidem seeculi homo non capit, et sensus sui dicta alius preter 
quam ipsius sermo non explicat. Ip, ib. § 10. col. 990. 

2 Nec sane humana infirmitas in ceelestem scientiam se ipsa proveheret, nisi 
Deo donum scientiz per doctrinam Spiritus largiente ad cognitionem divine et 
imperspicahilis nature erudiretur. Ip. In Ps. 118.[119.] Litt. 12. § 1. col. 
309. 

3 Ae: yap H ypahn acpadrrCouern Tas Kura TO akpoy TTwWoELS TwWY avOpwmwY, EK 
TavTaxobeyv Toy vouy cuvaryer ew. THY MeonV THS aANOELas ddoV. ... Ts maons 
Ypaons cupws wept arAnOevus Huy Thy dov broTiWewevyns. KrieHan. De Heres. 
her, 57. Noet. § 10. vol.i. p. 488. 

“ “Opas as mavra Ta TS adnOeLas capyn trapxet, Kar ovdey evayTLoy ev TH 
ypapn. In, Ib. her. 66. Manich. § 41, i. 654. 


5 “Opus 6Tt mavTa Tov Xpiorov Eva, kar ovdev ev auToLs did hah Ib 
ib, her. 69. Arian. § 38. i. 760. 
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phemy against the Word.”!  Epiphanius, then, knew 
nothing of the doctrine that Scripture is so ambiguous, 
that an Arian may, without any offence against sound 
reason, find his errors there. 

Again; in reply to the same heretics, he says,—“ And 
thus all things are clear and perspicuous, and no contra- 
diction, nor anything at all tending to involve us in fatal 
error, as these men, in their wicked imaginations, pre- 
tend.”? 

And a little further on he tells us how their errors 
arose, namely, from their “not taking what is said as it 
was spoken, but putting an erroneous meaning upon it 
from their own fancies, and, from what is said, giving to 
that which is correctly spoken a false interpretation, in 
accordance with their own erroneous conceits.”> Their 
fault was, not in their supposing that Scripture was ex- 
pressed in sufficiently plain terms for them to understand 
what it meant, but that they were not contented to take 
Scripture as they found it, and interpret it in its obvious 
sense, but strained it to their own conceits., 

Again; still more clearly, while replying to the same 
heretics,—‘“ Observe, O ye servants of Christ, and sons of 
the holy Church of God, and the orthodox faith, that there 
is nothing difficult in the divine Scripture, nothing obscure, 
but all things are marvellously written, and rendered per- 
fect, to forward our salvation.”* 

Again ;—“ All things are clear in the divine Scripture 
to those who are willing to come to the divine word with a 
pious mind; and not having cherished within themselves 


' Tys Geras ypapns, wrens ovens, Kat wndev exovons eis mpookoupa, ToTOLS, 7 
eis cAuTT@ua BAacpnustas mpos Tov Aoyov. Ip. ib. her. 69. Arian. § 39. i. 762. 

2 Kaw obrw wayra cor. oapy Kou Siavyn, Kat ovdey evayTloy, ovde Pavarou mupa- 
mons exov «dos ev TH Dein Ypapn, &s otro: mpopacitovrds, movnpa. EéavTots 
emvoouvtes, In. ib. p. 778. 

3 Ov Kabws etpntot To pytov exovTes, aAAG Kakws brovoovyres, KoL amo prov 
TO KOAWS EIPNLEVOY KUTA THY KaKNY avTwY brovoLay mupepunvevovrTes. ID. ib. 

4 “Opare Xpiorou Ocpumovres, kar vior 7s ayias Tov Ocov ExkAnotas, Kat op@o- 
dotou morews, drt ovdey Ev TH Dea ypadn oKOALOV, ovde oTparyyaA.iwdes, aAAG To 


TOYTU OovmagiWs ELS THY TMETEpaY OwTnplay yeypumTaL KoL TeTEAELwTaL. ID. ib, 
§ 60. i. 787, 
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a diabolical spirit to hurl themselves headlong into the 
depths of death. 

“ Everything that is in the divine Scripture, and every- 
thing that concerns the holy faith, is lucid to us, and 
nothing difficult, or contradictory, or obscure.’? 

“For God is come, and the divine Scriptures explain 
all things to us clearly ; for there is nothing in them diffi- 
cult or obscure.” 

And from these Scriptures Epiphanius learnt the true 
faith, for he says, “The true faith, as preached everywhere, 
is declared to be this, as L at least conceive, having been 
taught it from the Scriptures, that there are three holy 
ones,” &e.* 

And the requisites, the only requisites to which he ad- 
verts, for the right understanding of these Scriptures, are 
the careful study of them, and the enlightening influence 
of the Holy Spirit. 

Thus he speaks on these points. 

Respecting the former, thus ;—“ All the divine words,” 
he says, “are not to be understood allegorically, but to 
be taken in their proper sense; but they need to be con- 
sidered and apprehended, that we may know the force of 
each argument.”® 

Respecting the latter, he speaks constantly ; not as our 
opponents do, as if the teaching of the Holy Spirit was 
only to be expected through the teaching of the Church, 


1 Tayra yap cap ev Tn Seto, ypapn Tots BovAomevois evo'eBet Aoyic mw Tpocep- 
xerbar Tw Dew hoya, Kat pn Sia Born [diaBorucny, Petav.| evepyerav ev Eavtots 
eyiconoayTas éavrous KaTarTpepe ets Ta Bapabpa Tov Ouyarov. In. ib. her. 
76, Anom. § 7.i, 920. 

2 Tavra nuw.pwreva ta THs eras Yypabns, Kal TA TNS oryius TWLOTEWS, KO 
ovdev okoALov, n evavTiov, n oTparyryudiwdes. Ip. ib. p. 975. 

3 ‘O @cos yap NAG, kat eis [? dele evs] mavra qu capnvicovow ai Oeca ypa- 
pat, ovdev yap ev avTois eoTL TKOALOY, n.otparyyadwwdes. Ip. ib. § 41. ii. 46. 

4 Thorn de 4 KaboAov KnpuKwy povn, aITN ONMUWVETAL, WS eyo YE Ola, KaTN- 
Xoupevos ek ypapwy, Tp aya, K,T. A. Ip. ib. § 67. ii. 71. 

5 Tlavra ra Bevo pnwara ovk adAntyoptas Serra, aAAG ws Exel Dewpias De Serra, 
Kou acOnoews, «1s To ctdeven ExaoTns bmoOecews Thy Suvoyuv. Ip, Adv, Heres. 
her. 61, Apostol. § 6. i. 510, 11. 
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but as an operation upon the heart of the individual, lead- 
ing him into the knowledge of the truth., 

This Spirit, he tells us, will enlighten the diligent 
reader of the Scriptures. “Search,” he says, “the divine 
Scriptures, and learn the meaning of the Holy Spirit ; 
and the Spirit itself that knows the Father and the Son, 
will reveal to thee the knowledge of the Word, the Son 
of God, that you may not wander from the truth, and lose 
your own soul.”! 

But by those who have not received the enlightening 
influence of the Spirit, the Scriptures are not understood. 
“The divine words being spoken by the Holy Spirit, are 
not understood by those who have not received the gift 
and grace of the Holy Spirit.”* 

For he is the only effectual teacher ; “ The Holy Spirit 

. that teaches all things, that witnesses concerning 
the Son, that proceeds from the Father and from the Son, is 
the only guide to truth, the interpreter of the holy laws, the 
teacher of the spiritual law,” Sc. 

Hence he gives us the exhortation,—“ Let us under- 
stand the meaning of the Scripture, that the letter may 
not become death to us. For, saith he, [i. e. the Apostle] 
the letter killeth, but the Spirit giveth life. Let us re- 
ceive the Spirit, that we may be profited by the letter. 
The letter doth not kill; in the letter is life. But it will 
kill him who comes without understanding to the letter, 
and that has not the revealing Spirit opening the letter, 
and unfolding that which is contained in it.”* From 


! Epevynooy tus Geras *ypapas, at wae Tov ayiov Tvevparos thy Svvapuy, Kay 
-vT0 To Tiveuua To yiwwoKroy Tov Warepa Kot Tov Yiov amokadumtTer [P amoka. 
Aver] got Tnyv Tov Aoyou Tov Tiov Tov cov ywwouw" iva un rravnOns THS aArnOewas, 
Kat amodeons THY CeavTov Wuxnv. Ip. Ancorat. §19. tom. ii. p. 25. 

2 Eort Oeia ta pymara Tvevwars aryiw Aeyomeva, ayvworta de Tos py elAndboor 
TIveupat os &ytovSwpeay ka xapw. Ip. ib. her. 69. Arian. § 43. i. 766. 

3 To Tvevxato ayiwv .. . To didacKkov Ta TayTO, TO paptupovy wept Tov Tiov, 6 
mapa Tov Ilarpos kau ek Tov Tiov, povos ddnyos aAnOeias, vouwy eknyntys aryiwy, 
mVvEUMaTLKOU Youov bonynTyS, K.T. A, Iv. Ancorat. § 73. ii. 78. 

+ Nonowpmey Thy Suva THs ypays, iva wn yevntat huw To ypapua Oavaros. 
To ypaupa yap, not, amorreives: To Se Tveuua Cworore. AaBwwey to Tlvevja> 
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which we may observe that this spiritual influence is not 
something, of which all baptized persons are possessed, 
but a peculiar influence vouchsafed for a particular pur- - 
pose, of which they may be destitute. 

Hence, lastly, he speaks thus of the dispositions and 
qualifications necessary for a right understanding of the 
Scriptures. 

Writing against the Noetians, he says, “ But altogether 
to one who possesses a mind inclined towards God, and is 
enlightened by the divine Scripture and the Holy Spirit, 
their doctrine is easy of refutation, and appears full of all 
folly.” 

Again ; writing against the Arian errors, he says,—‘“ As 
to all things in the divine Scripture, to one who possesses 
the Holy Spirit, and has received of the Lord an attentive 
mind, there is nothing of which it is difficult to see the mean- 
ing; either as to the nature of our feelings towards the 
Father, or towards the Son, or towards the Holy Ghost. 
But all things are spoken in truth in the divine Scrip- 
tures most perfectly by our Lord himself and his Apostles, 
and the holy Prophets sent by him, but, nevertheless, 
prudently with a regard to each point handled, and in each 
place, according to the subject treated of.”* 


Basit or Camsarea (fl. a. 370.) 


“ All Scripture,” says Basil, “is given by inspiration, 
aud profitable, composed by the Spirit for this purpose ; 
that, as in a common repository for medicines for the 


iva wperAnOamev ek TOV YyYpauparos. Ov Ypaumo, amoKrelver, Ev TW Ypapmare 1) 
San. Amonrever' de Toy acvveTws TW YpuppuTe MporEpKOMEvoY, Kal MN EXOVTA TO 
ppagvey mvevua, TO avovyoy TO ‘ypampoa, Kat amoKuAuTToy To ev avtw. Ip. ib. 
§ 22. il. 27. 

' Tlaytn de Tw Tov vovy ets Ocov KexTHwevw, Kat ev OeLa ypapn, Kat ev Tlvevmari 
ayiw Katnuyacmeve evOvereykTos 6 avTwy AoYos, Kat maons avoias cumAEws cpa 
vera. Ip. ib. her. Noet. 57. § 3. i. 482. 

° Tlavta ev Tn Vera ypapn Tw KexTnmevw TIveuwa ayioy Kai vouy eypnyopoy mapa 
Kupiov elAnport, ovdev eat ckoAtov bmovoncat, n maOous eidos ets roy Tlurepa, n 

_€ls Toy Ttoy, ovd« es TO Gryioy TIvevpa’ adAa moyTa TeAEloTUTA, oLKOVOMIKwS BSE ELS 
EKUOTHY XPELUY, KaL EV ExagTH TOT TpoS TO UmoKemevoy EV GANOELa EV TALS DELais 
ypapais epntat im avrov tov Kuptov, kat twy avrov AmooToAwy, Kat TwY 
ayioy Tpopytav Tav bm avtov ameoraAuevwy, Ip. ib. § 66. 1. 792. 
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soul, we all may each of us choose out hence the cure of 


our own malady.”! 
Replying to the question, Whether he who should not 


do the Lord’s will, but should also neglect to inform him- 
self what it was, had any ground of hope, he says, “ Such 
a one evidently pretends ignorance, and cannot avoid the 
punishment of his sin. For, saith our Lord, if I had not 
come and spoken unto them, they had not had sin; but 
now they have no cloak for their sin, the holy Scripture 
everywhere announcing the will of God to all.”? 

“ The things that appear of doubtful meaning, and ob- 
scurely delivered in some places of holy Scripture, are 
clearly explained by what is openly expressed in other 


places.” 

“The best way to discover our duty, is the study of the 
inspired Seriptures .... Whatever any one may see 
that he is deficient in, by frequent use of them he will 
find, as from some public repository of medicines, the 
suitable remedy for his infirmity.”4 

“ Having the comfort that flows from the divine Scrip- 
tures, thou wilt need neither me nor any one else to 
enable thee to see what it behoves thee to do; having 


1 Tlaca ypapn Ocomvevotos Kat wheAipos, dia TovTO avyypapeloa Tapa Tov 
Tivevpuros, t” @omep ev KoWw TwY WuXwY LaTpELW, TaYTES aVOpwmoL TO Laka TOU 
otketov Tafous ExaoTos ekKAeywucda, Basit. Casar. In Psalm. 1. § 1. tom. i. 
p. 90. ed. Ben. 

2 Andos cot 5 ToLlovTos TXNMATIGOMEVOS THY AYVOLAY, KaL apevKTOY EXEL TNS 
Gpaprias THY Kpiow" ev un NABov yap, pnow 6 Kupwos, kat cAaAnoTA avToLs, apap- 
TLay ouk eLxoy' vuY de mpopacW oVK EXOVTL TEPL GuapTias avTwY, TNS GryLUs Ypa- 
ons Tavraxov mact To OeAnua Tov Oeov diayyeAAovons. Ip. Reg. brev. xly. 
ii. 429. 

3 Ta awdiBora kor emikekadumpmevws eipnobat Soxovvra ev Tid ToTols TNS 
Ocomvevotou Yypapns, bro Tey EV aAAoLS TOTOLS OMoAoryoupEevoY cudnyitera. ID. 
Ib. celxvii. ii. 506. Quoted by Photius in art. Eulogius, 225. p. 761. 
ed, 1653. 

4 Meyorn de 680s mpos THY Tov KabyicovTos EtpEery Kat MEAETH TwWY OeoTVEV- 
TY ypapov.... Tept dmep av ExagTos evdews EXOVTOS EavToV atcbaynTa, 
exeww [excivois| mpoodiarpiBwy, olov amo Tivos KOlYoU LaTpElov, TO mpoopopoy 
cipiokel TH appwornuatt papuaxov. Ip. Hpist. ad Gregor. ep. 2. (al. 1.) § 3, 
Li edieuoe 
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from the Holy Spirit advice which is all-sufficient, and 
guidance to that which will conduce to thy welfare.” 

“YT entreat her to spend her life in the study of the 
oracles of the Lord, that her soul may be nourished with 
sound doctrine, and her mind jes grow and increase 
more than her body by nature.” 

He tells us, also, that the heretics always “take care 
not to teach simple souls from the divine Scriptures, but 
to circumvent the truth by human philosophy.” 

And in a work that has been by almost universal con- 
sent attributed to him, he thus accounts for the occasional 
obseurities of Scripture, and shows how he considered 
they were to be met. “As therefore,’ he says, “our 
Creator, without grudging us the enjoyment of those 
things, has not permitted that all the necessaries of life 
should be born with us, as in the case of the brutes, but 
has arranged that the want of necessary things should be 
an exercise of our understanding; so, also, he has con- 
trived the obscurity that is in ‘die Scriptures for the be- 
nefit of our mind, in order to rouse its energies; first, in 
order that being occupied with these, it may be with- 
drawn from lower pursuits; then that what is acquired 
by labour, may be the better loved, and that which has 
taken a long time to acquire, may remain the longer. 
But those things which are easily obtained, are but little 
valued in the enjoyment... .. Moreover, there is need 
of purity of life, that that which is obscure in the Scrip- 
tures may be discerned, for the promotion of moral virtue. 


' Exovoa de THv ek Tw Celwy ypapwy mapuKAnoL, ovTE Huwy ouvTE aAdoU TLVOS 
denOnon mpos TO To, deovra cvvopay, avTapKn THY Ek TOV Gry.ouTIveumaTos EXoVTH 
ovpBovrtay, kor ddnyiav mpos To cumpepoyv. Ip. Hpist. ad viduam. ep. 283. (al. 
284.) ili, 424, 

? Tlapararw ev Tn medeTn TwY AoYiwy Tou Kupiov Siayew avrny, iva exTpe- 
gnta tro THs ayabns SiduckadLas Thy Wuxnv, Kar emdidw mpos avtnow Kat 
meyebos 7) Stave. avTns, warAoy n TO owuU bmo Tns pucews. Ip. Ep. ad vid. 
ep. 296. (al. 285.) iii. 434. So elsewhere he calls the Scripture tpopn puxav, 
hom. in. Ps. 59. § 2. i. 190. 

+ Touro yup avTols at eoTW EMMEAES, LN EK THY OcLwY ypapwy SiouckKEY Tas 
aKEepalorepas Wuxas, GAN ek THS ekwbev oodias mapaKpovecOu THY eb 
Epist. ad Caesar. ep. 8. (al. 141.) § 2. iii. 81. 
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And in addition to purity of life, there is need, also, of 
exercise in the Scriptures, that the excellent mysteries of 
the divine oracles may, by continual study, be impressed 
upon the soul.”? 

Thus are the obscurities that are in the Scriptures to 
be solved; not by “tradition” or “the Church,” but by 
study and meditation. And the aid of God’s Holy Spirit 
is to be sought by us as our helper therein. For saith 
Basil, “If we even fail of treating the matter as it de- 
serves, yet if, by the aid of the Spirit, we do not depart 
from the mind of Scripture, we shall not be altogether 
condemned as reprobates ; and by the aid of [divine] grace 
shall afford some edification to the Church of God.” 

“7 see that, even in the oracles of the Spirit, it is not 
open to every one to undertake the investigation of the 
things spoken, but to him who has the spirit of discern- 
ment, as the Apostle hath taught us, saying, in the dis- 
tribution of spiritual gifts, ‘ For to one is given by the 
Spirit the word of wisdom, &e.’ [1 Cor. xii. 3.]’8 


' “Qomep ovy ev TouTols ovxt Backawwy hut mpos To Snyv apopuwv mapamAnoiws 
Tos aAuryols cuvamoyeynOnvar mavTa 6 Snusoupyos juwy ov cuvexwpnoev, AAU 
THY evdeiay TwY avaryKawY Yyuuvacoy july TS Siavolas eunXavnoaATo, obTw Kat 
THY EV TAS Ypaupuls acapeuy Ew whEdeLa TOV Vou, Sieyelpwy avTov THY Evepyetay 
emeTndevoe’ TPwTOY Mev iva TOUTOLS EVYATXOAOUMEVOS THY KXELpOYwY aeAKNTAL 
emelTa bTt TA TOVH KTNIEVTA PAAAOY TwS ayaTATaL, Kat Ta dia MaKpou xpovou 
Mpooyevoueva, Moviw@Tepoy mapauever’ wy Se padia h KTHOLS OV mMEepicTOVdACTOS 4 
amohavols. . . . « Hpos dy toute xperaTys ev Tw Biw KabapoTnTos, Gore Kat mpos 
THY THS NOUNS apeTHS emiTNdEVTW TO EV TaLS Ypapals KeKaAULMEVOY DiaryvwoOnval. 
Xpeva de mpos rn KuPapoTnt Tov Biov kat THS Ev Tos ypapais SiurpiBys, iva To 
CEuvoTpETES Kat MUOTIKOY TwY OELwY AOYLOY EK THS TUVEXOUS MEAETHS EYTUTWON TH 
yuxn. Comment. in Is, Pref. § 6.i. 382, The Benedictines, though placing 
this among the works falsely ascribed to Basil, admit that this Commentary 
has been always by almost general consent attributed to Basil, and that the 
only learned critic who has opposed this view is Petavius, and that it is 
certainly a work of the fourth century or thereabouts. See “ Monitum,” 
ed. Ben. i. 377. 

2 Ex yap kat rns akvas amohermoueba, AAA’ cay Tov BovAnMaros THS ‘ypadns mn 
exmecw@pmey TN BonOera Tov Tivevparos, Kat avToL ovk amoBAnToL TayTEAws Kp.0n- 
Toucda, Ka TH TvvEpyLa THS XaptTos o1KOdoMNY TWA TH EKKAnoLa Tov cov Tape- 
EoueOa. In Hexaem. hom, 2. § 1. i. 12. 

® Eyw de dpw drt kat ev Trois Aovyiois Tov Tlvevparos, ov mavre eknv emiBaddew 
TN EEETATEL THY ELPNMLEVOY, GANA TH EXOYTL TO TVEUpLA THS SiaKpLTEwWs, KADWS €di- 
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Grecory or Nyssa (fl. a. 370.) 


Of the opinion of Gregory of Nyssa on this subject, we 
may judge from the following passage in his observations 
on the Psalms. 

“‘ Let us observe,” he says, “ the skill with which the 
subject is treated; by which, though the course of life 
that is agreeable to virtue is so difficult and arduous, and 
the doctrine of the divine mysteries obscure, and the 
theology mysterious, and having its perfection in propo- 
sitions difficult of comprehension, he hath made it so easy 
to be comprehended and sweet, that this instruction is not 
only an object of regard to men of perfection, who are 
already purified in the senses of their soul, but has become 
a possession which even women may call their own; and 
brings pleasure to babes, as one of their toys; and serves 
to old persons for a staff and rest; and that he who is 
joyful, thinks the gift of this instruction belongs to him; 
and that he who is in sorrow from misfortune, thinks that 
such a great blessing, namely, of the Scripture, was given 
on his account. Moreover, those who are journeying by 
land or by sea, or those who are engaged in sedentary 
operations, and, in short, all in every occupation, both 
men and women, well and ill, reckon it a misfortune to 
lose any opportunity of discoursing on this sublime in- 
struction.”! 

Sakey juwas 5 amoorodos, ev Tas Oiaiperert TwY XaploMaTeY eLToV' & mev yap dLa 
Tov mvevuaros did0Ta Aoryos copias, K.T. A. Epist.ad. Neocwsar. ep. 204. (al. 
75.) § 5. iii. 305. 

1 Tys ekerarews ckoTnowmey THY emivoiay, OC NS OOTWS OKANPUY TE Kat TUVYTOYOY 
ovoay THY Kan’ apeTnY TOAITELAY, THY TE TOV mvTHPLOY aiiypaTwdn SidaTKarLay, 
Kol THY amoppnToy Te Kat KeKplmeVny SuTEdiKTOLS Dewpnuaci Beoroyiay, obTws 
evAnttov [evAnmToy] Te KaL YAUKELaY EmolnoEV, WS fn MovoY TeAELOLS avdpac 
Tos dn KeKabapuevois Ta THS WuXNS aLoOnTHpLA THY DiucKaALaY TaVTHY omovda- 
SeoOa, aAAa Kat THS yuvouKwvITIB0s LOLoY yeveoOOL KTNUA Kal YNTLOLS WS TL TOY 
abupparwy ndovny epew* Kar To1s mapnArKorepos avTt BakTypias TE Kal ava- 
mavoews yiwerOu, Tov TE padpvyomevoy EavTov vomifew evar TNS didacKaALas 
TAVTNS TO Swpov’ Kat TOV okVOpwrws cK TepiaTacews SiaKewevoy, BY avToV Lec Oa 
THY TOLUVTNY THS Ypapns Xapw SedacOa" SdnmopovyTes TE Mpos TOVTOLS Kat Barar- 
TEVOYTES aVOPWTOL, Nn TLOW EMBipplols Epyaciais MpoTATXOAOUMEVOL, KaL MayTES oF 
amatamhws ev Tac emirndevuacw avdpes Te kau yuvaikes, ev WEL TE Kat appw- 


orta, Sniay MoLouvTat, TO Wy dia oTouuros THY EnAnV TavTny DidacKaALaY pepe. 
GueEc. Nyss. Tract. 1. in Psalm. Inscript. c. 3. tom, i. pp. 261, 2. 
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Such is his language, not with respect to the clear and 
plain statements of the New Testament, but with respect 
to the Book of Psalms. And I think that from it we 
may form a tolerably well-founded conclusion as to what 
would have been his sentiments on the general question 
of the aptness of Scripture, as a whole, to teach the faith. 


Eruran Syrus (fl. a. 370.) 


“We,” says Ephrem Syrus, “ will apply our own mind 
to the truth, under the guidance of the inspired Scripture. 
For they, whose minds are not enlightened by the divine 
teaching, are far from the truth.” 

“ Wherefore, my brother, watch diligently, and be 
always earnest in attending to reading, that it may teach 
thee how to avoid the snares of the enemy, and obtain 
eternal life. For the reading of the divine Scriptures 
restrains the mind wandering into error, and gives know- 
ledge towards God. For it is written, Be still, and know 
that 1am God. Thou hearest, my brother, that he who 
rests from other pursuits to study the divine Scriptures 
with a true heart, receives the knowledge of God. 
Wherefore, my brother, neglect not thy soul, but give 
thyself to reading and to prayer, that thy mind may be 
enlightened, and that thou mayest become perfect and 
entire, wanting in nothing. Let others boast of their 
converse with great men, and rulers, and kings. Boast 
thou before the angels of God at conversing with the 
Holy Spirit, through the holy Scriptures. For it is the 
Holy Spirit that speaks through them. Therefore, be 
earnest in reading the holy Scriptures, and persevering 
in prayer. For, as often as thou dost meet God through 
them, so often thy body and soul is sanctified. Therefore, 
my brother, knowing this, be more frequent and earnest 
in reading them.”? 


1 ‘Hues Se 7 adnGera emiorncomev Thy Eavtay vouy, bdnyoupevor Gro THs Geo- 
mvevoTou ypapns. Ot yap un TeptAapmomevor Tov vouv bro THs BELus OacKAALas 
Toppw EXOUTL TOY EaVTWY Vou amo THS aANOeLas. EPHREM Syr. Ady. Gentil. 
error. Op. tom. ili. p. 49. 

2 Avo, adeApe pov, vnWov arpurws Kat orovdacov act TH avayywoel MpoTKoA- 
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And for the interpretation of the word he thus directs 
us to the teaching of the Holy Spirit. “ When thou art 
about to sit down and read, or to hear any one reading, 
pray to God first, saying, O Lord Jesus Christ, open my 
ears and the eyes of my heart, that I may hear thy words 
and understand and do thy will... . Always thus pray 
to God, that he may enlighten thy mind, and manifest 
to thee the meaning of his words. For many have erred 
through confidence in their understanding, and professing 
themselves to be wise have become fools, not understand- 
ing what was written, and have fallen into blasphemies 
and perished.” 4 

Here we see what Ephrem considered to be the way 
to avoid error and heresy, not the taking our faith from 
any body of men, but from the Holy Scriptures, with 
earnest prayer to God to enable us rightly to understand 
them. 


Macarius or Eeypt (fl. a. 373.) 


Our next testimony is from Macarius. Let the reader 
consider how far the following testimony is reconcileable 


Aacba, iva ce Sidakn Tws Ser expuye Tas mayiSas Tov exXOpov, Kat KaTradraBeLv 
THY awviov famy. SvoTeAdct yap avaryvwois Twy Ocwwy ypupwy Tov vovy wAavw- 
pevov, Kat Swperta yvwow ets @cov. Teypamra: yap, SxoAacare, Kar yywre Oru 
eyo eyut 6 Geos, Akoveis, adeApe mov, dT yywotw Oeov AauBaver 6 cKXoAACwY 
Tas Peas ypapas ev adnOwn Kapdia. Ato, adeAde, WN omeAnons THS Pux7S cov, 
adhrAa oxodate TN WAYVOTEL, KAL THIS EvXaIS OTwWS PwTLGOn GoU 7 Stavowa, Kou 
émws yevn TedrELOS, Kat dAOKANpOS, Ev pndevi AerTomevos. AAAOL KavXwYTaL ETL 
CVVOMEALA MEYLOTAVaY, apxovTaY Te KaL BaciAcwy. Bu de KavxKacat eumpocbev 
Tov ayyéehav Tov Ocov TuvoMEeAwy TH oyiw Tvevware S10 Tey Gryloy ypapov. To 
yap ayiov mvevua ects TO Aadow SV avTwv. Smovdale ow evtvyxavew Tas 
Octais ypapais Ka Mpookaprepew Tals evxous. “Ocakis yup evtvyxavels TH Ow be 
AUTWY, TOTAVTAKIS OYLACET aL GOV TO TwWMA KaL puxn. TouTo ovy ywwoKwy, adcApe 
Hou, omovdale mukvoTepws evtruyxave avtais. Ipmm. De Sec. Ady. Op, tom. iii. 
p. 99, repeated in his Treatise, De Panoplia, tom. iil. pp. 230, 31. 

1 “Oray Se medAns Kabeornvar Kal avuryvovol, n avaryiwwaokovTos alcovcat, Sen- 
OnTt TpwTOV Tov Ocov, Acywv, Kupte Inoov Xpiore avoitoy Tawra Kat Tous opOar- 
bous TNS Kapdias Mov, Tov \aKovTaL Me TWY OYWY GOV, Kat TUVLEVaL, KaL TOLnouL TO 
OcAnua gov... Ottw maytoTte evxov Tw Oew, dws PwTian Tov TOV VOVY, Kat 
SnAwon cor THY SuvapWw TwY AoYwY avTov. TloAAaL ‘yap erravnonoay Pappn- 
CUVTES TN TWETEL AUTOV, KaL PugKOYTES ELvaL TOPOL EMwpavOnTay, Mn VYoovYTES TO. 
Veypapmeva, Kat mepemecov eis BAaopnuias kar anwrovto. Ip. Ib, p, 101, Re- 
peated in his Treatise De Panoplia, p. 233. 
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with the notion that Scripture is insufficient to teach the 
faith. “God, the supreme king,’ says Macarius, “has 
sent the divine Scriptures as his Letters to mankind, 
having clearly declared by them that those who have 
ealled upon God, and believed in him, may claim and re- 
ceive the heavenly gift.”! Are they written, then, so as 
to be insufficient to deliver his message ? 


AMBROSE (fl. a. 374.) 


“ He,” saith Ambrose, “that is versed in the words of 
the Apostles, is acquainted with the commands of Jesus 
our Lord.” ? 

“The books of the heavenly Scriptures are good pas- 
tures, by which we are fed by daily reading, by which we 
are renewed and refreshed, when we taste the things that 
are written, or ruminate frequently upon that which has 
been but tasted. Upon these pastures the flock of the Lord is 
fattened.” And a little further on, on the words, “thy 
word is a light unto my feet,” he says, “The eye of our 
mind is fed with the light of this spiritual lamp, which 
shines before us in this night of the world, lest like those 
who walk in darkness we should stagger with uncertain 
footsteps, and be unable to find the right path.” $ 

“ That no one may err, let him follow those things by 
which the Holy Scripture, that we may be able to under- 
stand the Son, huth pointed him out. He is ealled the 
Word, he is called the Son, he is called the Power of 
God, &e.” 4 


1 Tas devas ypapas aomep emioToAas arecteAev 6 Bactdevs Oeos Tors avOpw- 
mots, dnrwous SV avTwy, Wa TapaKadeoayrTes TOY O<ov, Kal TITTEVTAYTES aITNOwWEL 
kat AaBwot Swpeay ovpuyiov. Macan. Acypr. hom. 39. (Par. 1622. p. 203.) 

* Qui exercetur in verbis Apostolorum Jesu Domini mandata cognoscit. 
Ampros. In Ps. 118. Serm. 2. § 25. tom. i. col. 993. ed. Ben. 

3 Bona pascua libri sunt Scripturarum ccelestium, in quibus quotidiana lec- 
tione pascimur, in quibus recreamur ac reficimur, cum ea que scripta sunt 
degustamus, vel summo ore libata frequentius raminamus. His pascuis grex 
Domini saginatur. .... Pascitur oculus noster interior lucerne spiritalis 
lumine, que nobis in hac mundi nocte prelucet, ne sicut in tenebris ambu- 
lantes incertis titubemus vestigiis et viam veram invyenire nequeamus. Ip, In 
Ps. 118.Serm. 14. §§ 2, 5. i. col. 1140, 1141. 

* Certe, ne quis possit errare, sequatur ea quibus Scriptura Sancta, ut in- 
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“ When I consider, O august Emperor, how it is that 
the human race has so erred as that most, alas! follow 
different views respecting the Son of God, it appears by 
no means wonderful that human knowledge hath erred 
respecting heavenly things, but that it hath not rendered 
obedience to the Scriptures.” } 

It required only “ obedience to the Scriptures” to fol- 
low the true faith. 

“In most places Paul so explains his meaning by his 
own words, that he who discourses on them can find 
nothing to add of his own; and if he wishes to say any- 
thing must rather perform the office of a grammarian 
than a discourser.” 2 . 

Other passages, confirmative of the same view, might 
easily be added. 

And of that spiritual teaching by which the meaning 
of the word is made known to the hearts of individuals, 
he speaks thus,— 

“ Does it not sometimes happen, that when we think of 
anything out of the Scriptures, and cannot find its inter- 
pretation, while we doubt and seek, suddenly he [i. e. 
God the Word] appears to come to us over the mountains, 
that is, the highest doctrines, and then appearing to us as 
it were above the hills, illuminates our mind, that he may 
infuse into our understandings that which seemed difficult 
to us to find out? Therefore the Word, from being as it 
were absent, becomes present in our hearts. And, again, 


telligere possimus Filium, significayit. Verbum dicitur, Filius dicitur, Dei 
Virtus dicitur, etc. Ip. De fide; lib. i. c. 2. ii, 447. 

? Consideranti mihi, Imperator Auguste, qua ratione sic erraverit genus 
hominum, ut de Dei Filio plerique, ve mihi, diversa sequerentur, nequaquam 
satis mirum yidetur quia errayit humana scientia de supernis, sed quod Scrip: 
turis non detulit obedientiam. Ip. De fide, lib. iv. ¢. 1. ii: 521. 

2 In plerisque ita se ipse suis exponat [i. e. Paulus] sermonibus, ut is qu 
tractat, nihil inveniat quod adjiciat suum; ac si velit aliquid dicere, gramma- 
tici magis quam disputatoris fungatur munere. Ip. Epist. Class. 1. ep. 37. 
§ 1. ii. 930. j 

3 See De Cain et Abel, lib. ii. c. 6. § 22.i. 216. In Psalm. 37. Pref. § 7. 
i. 818. In Psalm. 118. Serm. 12. § 28. i. 1123. Ib. Serm. 22. § 19. i, 1251, 
Exhort. virg. c. 9. ii. 292. Epist, Class. 1. ep. 18. § 7. ii, 835. 
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when anything is rather obscure to us, the Word is as 
it were withdrawn, and we desire his presence as that of 
one who is absent; and, again appearing, he shows him- 
self to us, and is as it were present to us in the knowledge 
of those things we are inquiring into.” 4 

“ God teaches and illuminates the minds of each, and 
pours into them the light of knowledge, if thou dost open 
the doors of thy heart, and dost give entertainment to 
the light of heavenly grace. When thou art in doubt, 
inquire diligently; for he that seeks finds, and to him 
that knocks it is opened. There is much obscurity in 
the prophetical Scriptures ; but if with the hand of thy 
mind thou dost knock at the gate of the Scriptures, and 
diligently examine those things that are hidden, thou 
wilt begin by degrees to collect the meaning of the 
words; and it shall be opened to thee by no other than 
the Word of God, of whom thou hast read in the Apoca- 
lypse, that the Lamb opened the sealed book, &e.” * 

“ To enable him to interpret the word, let him seek the 
assistance of God.” 3 


JEROME (fl. a. 378.) 


We proceed to Jerome. 
“What other life can there be without the knowledge of 


1 Nonne cum aliquid de Scripturis cogitamus, et explanationem ejus inve- 
nire non possumus, dum dubitamus, dum querimus, subito nobis quasi super 
montes altissima dogmata videtur adscendere ; deinde quasi super colles 
apparens nobis illuminat mentem ; ut infundat sensibus quod invenire posse 
difficile videbatur ? Ergo quasi ex absente fit presens Verbum in cordibus 
nostris. Et rursus cum aliquid nobis subobscurum est tamquam subducitur 
Verbum et tamquam absentis adventum desideramus; et iterum apparens 
ostendit se nobis, tamquam presens sit nobis in iis que requirimus cogno- 
scendis. In Psalm. 118. Serm. 6.§ 9. i, 1035. 

2 Docet Deus et mentes illuminat singulorum et claritatem cognitionis in- 
fundit, si tu aperias ostia cordis tui et cclestis gratie recipias claritatem. 
Quando dubitas, diligenter 'inquiras ; qui enim querit, invenit, et ei qui pul- 
sat, aperitur. Multa obscuritas est in Scripturis propheticis; sed si manu 
quadam mentis tue Scripturarum januam pulses, et ea que sunt occulta, dili- 
genter examines, paulatim incipies rationem colligere dictorum ; et aperietur 
tibi non ab alio sed a Dei Verbo, de quo legisti in Apocalypsi quod agnus 
librum signatum aperuit, &c. In Psalm. exvili. Serm. 8. § 59. i. 1078. 

3 Ut verbum emolat, Deum querat. Expos. Lue. lib. vill. § 63. i. 1486. 
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the Scriptures, through which we become acquainted with 
Christ himself, who is the life of those who believe 2?” 1 

“ It is sufficient for me that I should speak so as to be 
understood, that disputing concerning the Scriptures, I 
should imitate the plainness of the Scriptures.” * 

“« Love the Holy Scriptures, and wisdom will love thee; 
love her, and she will preserve thee; honour her, and she 
will embrace thee; let these be the ornaments on thy 
breast and in thy ears.” ? 

Again, commenting on Is. ce. viii. vv. 19, &e., he says, 
that the meaning of the prophet was, that if they wished 
to know doubtful matters they must apply themselves 
with greater diligence to the Law and the testimonies of 
the Scriptures, adding, “'To us God hath to a greater ex- 
tent given the Law and the testimonies of the Scriptures, 
which, if you are unwilling to follow, you will not have 
light, but darkness will always overwhelm you, which 
shall pervade your land and doctrine.” 4 

“ Tt is the custom of the Scriptures to subjoin what is 
manifest to what is obscure, and openly and plainly to de- 
clare what they have before spoken enigmatically.” * 

And as it respects the interpretation of the Scriptures, 
and the way in which men are led to embrace their true 
meaning, thus he speaks. 

“ Unless all things that are written are opened by him 


1 Que enim alia potest esse vita sine scientia Scripturarum, per quas etiam 
jpse Christus agnoscitur, qui est vita credentium. Huron. Ep. ad Paulam, 
ep. 30. § 7. tom. i. col. 149. 

? Mihi sufficit sic loqui ut intelligar, ut de Scripturis disputans Scriptura- 
rum imiter simplicitatem. Ip. Ep. ad Damasum, ep. 36. § 14. i. 168. 

3 Ama Scripturas sanctas, et amabit te sapientia ; dilige eam, et servabit te ; 
honora illam, et amplexabitur te. Hac monilia in pectore et in auribus tuis 
hereant. In. Ep. ad Demetriad. ep. 130. § 20, i. 997. 

* Si vultis nosse que dubia sunt, magis vos Legi et testimoniis tradite 
Scripturarum .... Magis nobis Deus legem dedit et testimonia Scriptura- 
rum, que si sequi nolueritis non habebitis lucem; sed semper caligo vos 
opprimet, que transibit per terram vestram atque doctrinam. Ip. In Is, ¢. 8, 
vv. 19, &s. iv. 126, 7, and 128. 

5 Moris est Scripturarum, obscuris manifesta subnectere, et quod prius sub 
znigmatibus dixerint, aperta voce proferre. In. In Is, c. 19. v. 1. iv. 201. 
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who hath the key of David, who opens and no man shuts, 
and shuts and no man opens, they will be opened by 
no other interpreter.” 3 

“ In expounding the Holy Scriptures, we always need 
the presence of the Spirit of God.” ? 

“ Marcion and Basilides, and the other heretics, have 
not the gospel of God, because they have not the Holy 
Spirit, without which the gospel that is taught becomes 
human.” 3 

And speaking of commentaries and commentators, he 
says,—* What place have commentaries? .... They 
repeat the opinions of many persons, and say, Some inter- 
pret this place in such a way, and others in such another 
way.”* But we find no notice of the principle of ¢radi- 
tive interpretation, on which our opponents insist. 


THEOPHILUS OF ALEXANDRIA (fl. a. 385.) 


For the sentiments of Theophilus of Alexandria on this 
matter, let us observe the force and bearing of the follow- 
ing passages. 

“ By the daily reading of the Holy Scriptures, let each 
one pour oil into his faculties, and prepare the lamp of 
his mind, so that, according to the precept of the gos- 
pel, it ‘may give light to all that are in the house.’ 
(Matt. v. 15.) .... Let us mingle with the heavenly 
choir, as if already in mind translated thither; and view- 
ing the abodes of glory, let us be now what we are about 


1 Nisi aperta fuerint universa que scripta sunt ab eo qui habet clavem 
David, qui aperit et nemo claudit, claudit et nemo aperit, nullo alio reserante 
pandentur. Ip. Ep. ad Paulin. ep. 58. § 9. i. 325, 6. 

? Semper in exponendis Scripturis sanctis illius [i. e. Spiritus Dei] indige- 
mus adyentu. Ip. In Mich.c. 1. vv. 10, &s. vi. 441. 

* Marcion et Basilides et cztere hereticorum pestes non habent Dei 
evangelium, quia non habent Spiritum sanctum, sine quo humanum fit evan- 
gelium quod docetur. Ip. In Galat.c.1. vv. 11, 12. vii. 386. 

* Commentarii quid operis habent ? Alterius dicta edisserunt ; que obscure 
scripta sunt, plano sermone manifestant ; multorum sententias replicant, et 
dicunt, Hune locum quidam sic edisserunt, alii sic interpretantur, &c. Ip. 
Contra Ruff. lib. i, §. 16. ii. 471. See, also, ib. lib. iii. § 11. ii, 541. 
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to be. Of which blessedness the Jews have made them- 
selves unworthy, who having left the riches of holy Scrip- 
ture, and given themselves up to the teaching of their 
rabbies, to this day it is said of them, ‘ They do always 
err in their heart.’ [Ps. xciv. 10.]”? 

Again; “ Whence, if we wish to be partakers of sal- 
vation, and cleaving to the pursuit of virtue to purge our 
souls of their evil propensities, and to wash away what- 
ever impurity there is in us, by the continual meditation 
of the Scriptures, contemplating as it were under a clear 
sky the openly revealed doctrines of the Christian faith, 
let us hasten to celebrate the feast of heavenly joy.”? 

Again ;—‘“ Leaving the shades of error and the cold of 
ignorance, let them, like the Magi, turn themselves to 
the rise of the Sun of righteousness, and inhabiting the 
warmest region under heaven, which is experienced in 
the heat emanating from the Scriptures, let them, despis- 
ing the madness of Origen, ask their ecclesiastical pastors, 
and say, ‘ Where is he who is born King of the Jews? 
And when they shall have found him lying in the man- 
ger, that is, in the plain unadorned discourse of the Scrip- 
tures, let them offer to him gold and frankincense and 
myrrh, that is, an approved faith shining with all the 
splendour of truth, the fragrancy of a sweet smelling con- 
versation and continence.” 3 


1 Quotidiana lectione sanctarum Scripturarum quisque infundat oleum 
sensu suo, et paret mentis lucernam, que juxta preceptum Evangelii ‘ luceat 
omnibus qui in domo sunt’ [Matth.v.15.]..... celestibus misceamur 
choris, ut jam nunc illuec mente translati, et augustiora videntes loca simus 
quod futuri sumus. Qua beatitudine indignos se fecere Judi, qui Scripture 
sanctz opibus derelictis, et ad pauperis intelligentiz adquiescentes magistros, 
hodie audiunt; ‘ semper errant corde.’ [Ps. xciv. 10.], Turopum. ALEX. 
in Epist. Paschal. la. §§ 1, 2. in Bibl. Vet. Patr. ed. Galland. tom vii. 
p. 616. 

? Unde si volumus salutis esse participes, et adhzrentes studio virtutum 
animarum vitia purgare, et quidquid in nobis sordium est, jugi Scripturarum 
meditatione diluere; quasi sub sudo apertam doctrinarum scientiam contem- 
plantes, festinemus superne letitiz festa celebrare. In. in Ep. Pasch. 2a, 
§ 1. p. 623, 

3 Erroris tenebras frigusque ignorantie relinquentes, ad ortum solis justitie, 
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Again ;—* Sailing in the same vessel with the Saviour 
our Lord, like his disciples, we have passed over the sea, 
and entering the haven of rest, we arrive at the lovely 
shore of the divine volumes, and pluck the various flowers of 
knowledge, and kissing the snowy limbs of wisdom, we re- 
main fixed in her embraces . . . . For as many as read the 
Holy Scriptures with diligence, and wander through the 
variegated meadows of the heavenly discourses, enjoy this 
blessedness.” + In these passages, then, Holy Scripture is 
clearly set forth as the great teacher on all points con- 
nected both with faith and practice. 


AUGUSTINE (fl. a. 396.) 


We proceed to Augustine, who, in a passage already 
quoted, has thus borne his clear and decided testimony to 
the plainness of Scripture in all the important points of 
faith and practice ;— 

“ In those things,” he says, “ which are plainly delivered 
in the Scriptures, are found all those things which contain 
faith and practice, hope, that is, and charity.”* 

And in the context of this passage he observes,—“ The 
Holy Spirit hath most wisely and profitably so fashioned 
the Holy Scriptures, as by the plainer places to meet the 


juncti magorum studiis convertantur, et inhabitantes calidissimam plagam 
celi, que in Scripturarum fervore sentitur, pastores ecclesiasticos, spreta 
Origenis amentia, sciscitentur, et dicant ; ‘ ubi est qui natus est rex Judzo- 
rum ?’? Cum illum inyenerint jacentem in presepi, humili videlicet eloquio 
Scripturarum, offerant ei aurum et tus et myrrham, id est, fidem probatam et 
omni veritatis splendore fulgentem, conversationisque bene olentis fragran- 
tiam et continentiam. Ip. in Ep. Pasch. 2a, § 19. p. 630. 

‘Cum Salvatore Domino, instar discipulorum illins, navigantes transfre- 
tavimus, et portum quietis intrantes, pulcherrimum divinorum voluminum 
litus amplectimur ; varios carpentes flores scientie, et nivea membra sapi- 
entiz pressis figentes osculis, in ejus heremus amplexibus . . . . Quotquot 
enim diligentius Scripturas Sanctas legunt, et per picta sermonum celestium 
prata discurrunt, hac beatitudine perfruuntur. Ip. in Ep. Pasch. 2a. § 20. 
p. 630. 

* In iis que aperte in Scripturis posita sunt, inveniuntur illa omnia que 
continent fidem moresque vivendi, spem scilicet atque caritatem. AUGUSTINI 
De doctr. Christ. lib. ii. ec. 9. Tom, iii. Part. 1. col. 24. ed. Ben. 
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wants of mankind, and by the more obscure to remove 
their pride. For hardly anything is extracted from those 
obseurities which is not elsewhere found most plainly 
delivered.” ! 

And to the same effect he says elsewhere,—* The 
phraseology of Scripture, how accessible is it to all, 
although seen through by very few! The things which 
it contains plainly expressed, like a familiar friend, it 
speaks without obscurity to the heart both of unlearned 
and learned. But in those things which it speaks 
mysteriously, it does not exalt itself by a lofty phraseo- 
logy, so that the slow and unlearned mind dare not ap- 
proach it, like a pauper with arich man ; but it allures all 
by a simple phraseology, whom it not only feeds with 
the truth that is plainly expressed in it, but also exer. 
cises with that which is hidden, having the same thing 
in the parts that are easy as in those that are difficult 
of comprehension. But lest the things plainly expressed 
should be disdained, the same things again myste- 
riously expressed are sought after, the things sought 
after are again in a certain way brought back to the 
mind, and the things thus brought back to the mind are 
pleasantly signified to it. By these things thus advan- 
tageously ordered, both perverse minds are corrected, 
and weak minds nourished, and great minds delighted.” 2 


1 Magnifice igitur et salubriter Spiritus Sanctus ita Scripturas sanctas modi- 
ficavit, ut locis apertioribus fami occurreret, obscurioribus autem fastidia de- 
tergeret. Nihil enim fere de illis obscuritatibus eruitur, quod non planissime 
dictum alibi reperiatur. Ip. De doctr. Christ. lib. ii. c. 6. ili. P. 1. col. 22. 

2 Modus ipse dicendi quo sancta Scriptura contexitur, quam omnibus ac- 
cessibilis, quamvis paucissimis penetrabilis. Ha qua aperta continet, quasi 
amicus familiaris, sine fuco ad cor loquitur indoctorum atque doctorum. Ea 
vero que in mysteriis occultat, nec ipsa eloquio superbo erigit, quo non audeat 
accedere mens tardiuscula et inerudita, quasi pauper ad divitem ; sed invitat 
omnes humili sermone, quos non solum manifesta pascat, sed etiam secreta 
exerceat veritate, hoc in promtis quod in reconditis habens. Sed ne aperta 
fastidirentur, eadem rursus operta desiderantur, desiderata quodam modo re- 
novantur, renovata suaviter intimantur. His salubriter et prava corriguntur, 
et parva nutriuntur, et magna oblectantur ingenia, Ip, Ep. ad Volus. ep. 
137. (al. 3.) ¢. 5. ii, 409. 
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“ In the whole extent of the Holy Scriptures we are fed 
by the parts that are plain, our faculties are exercised by 
those that are obscure; by the former our hunger is 
driven away, by the latter our pride.” 4 

“God hath brought the Scriptures down to the capacity 
of infants and babes.” * 

Again, speaking on one particular passage, he says,— 
“ What can be plainer than this? What clearer? I fear 
lest perhaps when IJ treat of it desirous to explain it, that. 
which by itself is perspicuous and clear, may become 
obseure. For they who do not understand these words, 
or pretend that they do not understand them, much less 
understand mine, or admit that they understand them ; 
unless, perhaps, they may for this reason quickly under- 
stand ours, that it is allowable for them to laugh at them 
when understood, but with the words of the Apostle the 
same is not allowable. Moreover, where they cannot 
interpret the words otherwise, in accordance with their 
own views, they reply even with respect to those that are 
clear and plain, that they are obscure and of doubtful 
meaning, because they dare not call them wicked and per- 
verse.”? This, it is true, is spoken more especially ofa 
particular passage, not of the Scripture generally ; but ne- 
vertheless the passage appears to me to contain some 
useful and pertinent remarks, in connexion with the point 
now in question. _ 

Again; “If Scripture should not use such words, it 


1 In omni copia Scripturarum sanctarum pascimur apertis, exercemur ob- 
scnris: illic fames pellitur, hic fastidium. Ip, Serm. de verb. Dom. 71. 
(al. 11.) ¢. 7. v. 389. 

? Inclinavit Scripturas Deus usque ad infantium et lactentium capacitatem. 
Ip. In Psalm, viii. § 8. iv. 42. : 

3 Quid hoc apertius ? quid clarius? Vereor ne forte cum dissero volens id 
exponere, obscurum fiat quod per se lucet et claret. Qui enim hee verba non 
intelligunt, aut se non intelligere fingunt, mea multo minus intelligunt vel se 
intelligere profitentur : nisi forte propterea cito intelligant nostra, quia conce-~ 
ditur eis intellecta deridere, de Apostoli autem verbis non idem conceditur. 
Propterea ubi aliter ea secundum suam sententiam interpretari non possunt, 
etiam clara et manifesta obscura et incerta esse respondent, quia prava et per- 
versa non audent. Ip, De op. Monach. c. 9. vi. 482. 
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would not find its way in a familiar manner to all hinds 
of men, whose benefit it wishes to provide for, that it may 
both alarm the proud, and rouse the negligent, and exer- 
cise the inquiring, and provide food for the intelligent ; 
which it would not do if it did not first lower itself, and in 
some degree stoop to those that are fallen.” 1 

“ Believe me, whatever is in the Scriptures is sublime 
and divine; truth is altogether in them, and a system of 
discipline most suited to restore and renew the soul; and 
evidently so fashioned, that there is no one who cannot draw 
from thence what is sufficient for him, if only he comes to 
draw, as true religion requires, with an earnest and pious 
mind..? 

Once more; “ If,” he says, “I should be ignorant as to 
any of those things, how it may be demonstrated and ex- 
plained, yet, nevertheless, this I am convinced of, that 
even here THE TESTIMONY OF THE DIVINE ORACLES WOULD 
HAVE BEEN MOST CLEAR, 1F A MAN COULD NOT BE IGNORANT 
OF IT, WITHOUT LOSING THE PROMISED SALVATION. 3 

If such testimonies as these are not sufficient, I know 
not what words could be used to express the view for 
which we contend. 

Moreover, the directions he gives for the interpretation 
of Scripture, are the same as those we have quoted from 
the preceding Fathers. 

In his Treatise “ De doctrina Christiana,” he discourses 
at large on this subject, and his directions are such as 

1 Si non utatur Scriptura talibus verbis, non se quodam modo familiarius 
insinuabit omni generi hominum, quibus vult esse consultum, ut et perterreat 
superbientes, et excitet negligentes, et exerceat querentes. et alat intelli- 
gentes: quod non faceret, si non se prius inclinaret, et quodam modo descen- 
deret ad jacentes. Ip. De Civ. Dei, lib. xv. c. 25. vii, 410. 

~ Quidquid est, mihi crede, in Scripturis illis, altum et divinum est: inest 
omnino veritas, et reficiendis instaurandisque animis accommodatissima disci- 
plina ; et plane ita modificata, ut nemo inde haurire non possit quod sibi satis 
est, si modo ad hauriendum deyote ac pie, ut vera religio poscit, accedat. Ip, 
De util. cred. c. 6. viii. 54. 

3 Et si enim quodlibet horum, quemadmodum demonstrari et explicari pos- 
sit, ignorem: illud tamen credo, quod etiam hinc divinorum eloquiorum cla- 


rissima auctoritas esset, si homo id sine dispendio promisse salutis ignorare non 
posset. In. De pece. mer. et remiss. lib, ii. ¢. ult. x. 71. 
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these ;—after saying that “in those things that are deli- 
vered plainly in the Scriptures, are found all those things 
that contain faith and practice,” he adds,—“ an acquaint- 
ance being made with the language of the divine Scrip- 
tures, we must proceed to the discussion and resolution of 
those things that are obscure, that instances from the 
plainer places may be taken for the illustration of the 
obscurer passages, and some testimonies of passages that 
are clear, may remove doubt from those that are obscure.”? 
Again; “ Where things are clearly stated, there we must 
learn how they are to be understood in obscure passages.”* 
And he exhorts us to consult the Hebrew and Greek ori- 
ginals,? the context, the circumstances, the persons, the 
times, &c. of what is said;* and, in a case of doubt, the 
inquirer must “ consult the rule of faith which he has re- 
ceived from the plainer places of Scripture, and the testi- 
mony (auctoritate) of the Church; of which “rule of 
faith,” he says elsewhere, that “ it is sufficiently known to 
the faithful, through the Scriptures.”® He is, no doubt, al- 
luding to the creed ; but this, be it recollected, he held to 
be not (like the Tractators) something derived from the 
oral teaching of the Apostles, and fuller or plainer than 
Scripture ; but as a formula, derived immediately from the 
Scriptures, its words being scattered through the divine 
Scriptures, and collected thence, and put together, as a help 


1 Facta quadam familiaritate cum ipsa lingua divinarum Scripturarum, in 
ea que obscura sunt aperienda et discutienda pergendum est, ut ad ohscu- 
riores locutiones illustrandas de manifestioribus sumantur exempla et quedam 
certarum sententiarum testimonia dubitationem incertis auferant. Ip. De 
doctr. Christ. lib. ii. c. 9. iii. P.1. col. 24. 

2 Ubi apertius ponuntur, ibi discendum est quomodo in locis intelligantur 
obscuris. In. Ib. lib. iii. c. 26. iii, P.1. col. 56. For similar remarks, see 
Enchirid. ad Laurent. c. 68. vi. 221, 2, De Ciy. Dei, lib. xi. c. 33. vii. 298. 
Retract. lib. il, ¢. 54.1, 59. 

3 Ip. Ih. lib. ii. c. 11. col. 25. 

4 See Ib. lib. iii. cc. 3, 5, 10, 17, 18, 27, 28. 

5 Consulat regulam fidei quam de Scripturarum planioribus locis et Ecclesiz 
auctoritate percepit. Ip. Ih. lib. ii. c. 2. iii. P. 1. col. 45. 

6 Ktsi voluntatem auctoris libri hujus indagare nequivimus, a regula tamen 
fidei, que per alias ejusdem auctoritatis sacras litteras satis fidelibus nota est, 
non aberravimus. Ip. De Civ. Dei, lib. xi. c. 33. vii. 298. 
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to the memory.! The reference, therefore, is altogether 
agreeable to the view we are here supposing Augustine 
to take, the creed being merely, in his opinion, a compen- 
dium of the plain passages of Scripture, which it was in 
the power of every one to draw for himself from Scripture ; 
and by these plain places, as he constantly tells us, the 
obscure are to be interpreted. 

Thus, also, in his controversy with the Donatists, he 
says, “ Let us choose the passages that are plain and clear. 
And if passages of this kind were not found in the Holy 
Scriptures, there would be no means by which the dark pas- 
sages might be opened, and the obscure explained.”? “ Let 
the Donatists point out their Church . . . in all the ca- 
nonical testimonies of the sacred books. Nor let them 
do this so as to collect and relate those that are couched 
in obscure, or doubtful, or figurative language, which 
every one can interpret as he likes, according to his own 
view. For such passages cannot be rightly understood 
and explained, unless, first, those things that are most 
plainly delivered, are held by a firm faith.” 

The Christian’s faith, then, rests upon, and is directed 
by, first, those plain passages of Scripture that are level 
with the capacity of all, and in which the rule of faith is 
contained, and from which every serious and devoted 
mind may draw what is sufficient for his salvation; and 
then upon what the more obscure passages, when illus- 
trated by the plain, appear to deliver. 

And in judging of the meaning of those more obscure 
passages, we must take care not to depart from the truth 
as delivered in the plain; as Augustine elsewhere exhorts. 

1 See vol. 1. p. 145. 


2 Queque aperta et manifesta deligamus. Que si in sanctis Scripturis non 


invenirentur, nullo modo esset unde aperirentur clausa et illustrarentur ob- 
scura. In, Hp. ad Cath. contra Donat. vulg. De unit. Eccles. c. 5. ix. 342. 

3 Eeclesiam suam demonstrent . .. in omnibus canonicis sanctorum li- 
brorum auctoritatibus. Nec ita, ut ea colligant et commemorent, que obscure 
vel ambigue vel figurate dicta sunt, que quisque sicut voluerit interpretetur 
secundum sensum suum. ‘Talia enim recte intelligi exponique non possunt, 
nisi prius ea, que apertissime dicta sunt; firma fide teneantur. In. ib. c. 18. 


(al. 16.) ix, 371. 
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“ When,” he says, “ we read the divine books, in so great 
a number of orthodox senses that are extracted from a 
few words, and fortified by the sound Catholic faith, let 
us prefer that which it may appear certain was the mean- 
ing of him whom we are reading: but if this is not evi- 
dent, then certainly that which the circumstances of the 
text do not oppose, and which agrees with the sound faith ; 
but if the circumstances of the text, also, cannot be fully 
investigated and discovered, at least that only which the 
orthodox faith prescribes.”? 

To such passages as these, the Romanists are accus- 
tomed to reply that such directions for the interpretation 
of Scripture are all very good in their way, but insufficient 
and uncertain; and that the traditive interpretation of 
the Church is alone certain and authoritative. To which 
I answer, that if there is any certain and authoritative 
interpretation, so far as it exists, these modes of endea- 
vouring to obtain the sense of Scripture are not good, nor 
to be resorted to, because the former demands our as- 
sent; and by resorting to the latter, we neglect a privi- 
lege given to us, and expose ourselves unnecessarily to a 
liability to error. They are good only on the supposition 
that we are bound, as individuals, to endeavour to ascer- 
tain the meaning of God’s Word, and have no certain 
and authoritative interpretation to guide us. And there- 
fore it cannot be supposed that Augustine, when giving 
these directions, held all the while that there was another, 
and an infallible, method of knowing what the meaning 
of Scripture is. And secondly, those who contend that 
he did, are bound to show from his writings that such was 
the case. 

I will only add that Augustine, like the Fathers in ge- 


‘ Cum divinos libros legimus in tanta multitudine verorum intellectuum, 
qui de paucis verbis eruuntur, et sanitate Catholice fidei muniuntur, id potis- 
simum deligamus, quod certum apparuerit eum sensisse, quem legimus: si 
autem hoe latet, id certe quod circumstantia Scripture non impedit, et cum 
sana fide concordat: si autem et Scripture circumstantia pertractari ac discuti 
non potest, saltem id solum quod fides sana prescribit. Ip. De Genes, ad 
Hite: Lists esa lieitinele mre sli. 
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neral, looked through the means to a Divine Teacher to 

make them effectual. “ Perhaps,” he says, “ we act rashly, 
in that we wish to discuss and investigate the words of 
God. But why were they uttered, except that they may 
be known? Why were they published abroad, but that 
they may be heard? Why were they heard, but that they 
may be understood? Therefore may God assist us, and 
grant usas much as he thinks fit to vouchsafe.”! 


Curysostom (fl. a. 398.) 


Our next witness is Chrysostom ; to whose testimony 
we would more particularly call the attention of the 
reader, as supporting, in the most express and unequi- 
vocal way, the view for which we contend. 

I refer the reader, first, to his third sermon on Lazarus, 
the whole of which bears strongly upon our present sub- 
ject; and where, among other remarks of the same ten- 
dency, he speaks thus ;—“ As to smiths, the instruments 
of their art are the hammer, the anvil, and the tongs; so 
the instruments of our art are the apostolical and prophe- 
tical books, and all Scripture divinely-inspired and pro- 
fitable. And as they make by their instruments all the 
vessels they take in hand, so we also, through these, form 
our souls ; correcting them when depraved, and renewing 
them when grown old.”? And having earnestly exhorted 
his hearers to the study of the Scriptures, anticipating the 
objection that they could not understand them, he tells 
them that where they did not fully understand, the very 


1 Temere fortasse facimus, quia discutere et scrutari volumus verba Dei. 
Et quare dicta sunt, nisi ut sciantur? Quare sonuerunt, nisi ut audiantur ? 
Quare audita sunt, nisi ut intelligantur ? Confortet ergo nos, et donet nobis 
aliquid quantum ipse [i. e. Deus] dignatur. Ip. In Johann. tract. 21. § 12. 
iii. P. 2. 462, 

? KaOamep yap ekewois epyadela THS TEXYNS EOTL THUPA Kal aKUwY Kat TUparypa,* 
odtw Sn Kat qe EPYAAELa TNS TEXVYS EOTLY, UTOTTOALKA Kal MpopnTiKa BiBAta, 
Kat Taoa ypahn Ocomvevotos Kat wheAimos. Kat Kadamep exewvot dV exeivwv Ta 
okevn TUVTa, amep av AaBwor, SiamrAUTTOVEL’ ObTw Bn KaL ues Sia TOUTWY THY 
wuxny THY AMET Epay XaAKevopev, Kau Steotpapmwevny SiopOovpey, Kat Tarawbercay 
avakavifouev. CurRysostomi De Lazaro concio iii. § 2. tom. i. p. 738. ed. 
Ben. 
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reading would do them good ; adding this expressive tes- 
timony on the point now in question,—* But, on the con- 
trary, it is impossible that you can remain ignorant of all 
things in it alike. For, on this account, the grace of 
the Spirit ordered that publicans, and fishermen, and 
tent makers, and shepherds, and goatherds, and ignorant 
and illiterate men, should compose these books; that no 
one of those who are ignorant, should have it in his power 
to resort to this excuse ; to the intent that the things spoken 
might be easily understood by all; that both the handi- 
craftsman, and the servant, and the poor old woman, and 
the most unlearned of all men, might gain and be pro- 
fited by the hearing. For it was not for vain glory, as 
the heathen, but for the salvation of the hearers, that they 
who, from the beginning, were honoured with the grace 
of the Spirit, composed all these writings.” The heathen 
philosophers, he adds, sought their own glory, and there- 
fore spoke obscurely, “ but the Apostles and the Prophets 
did everything the very reverse of this; for they set before 
all the things that they delivered in clear and plain terms, 
as the common teachers of the whole earth, to the intent that 
every one might be able, BVEN BY HIMSELF, to learn what 
was said FROM THE READING ONLY. . . . For to whom are 
not all things in the Gospels plain?’ And then proceed- 
ing to reason further with the objector on the folly of his 
allegation of obscurity against the Scriptures, he says,— 
“This is an excuse, a pretext, a veil for sloth. Under- 


' AdAas Se, advvarov mayra emions aryvoey: 8:0 yop Touvto % Tov Tvevparos 
@KOVOMNTE Xapls TEAWVOS KL GALEGS KAL TKNVOTOLOUS Kal TOLMEVaS Ko aTOAOUS Kat 
Wiwras Kal aypapmarous TuvTa cuvGevatTa BiBALa, iva pndets Twy Wiwrwy eis 
TAVTN EXN KaTapevyew THY Tpopacw, va mac evovvortan TA AEyoueva: iva, 
Kau 6 XElpoTEXYNS, KUL OLKETNS, KAL 7) XNpA yuvn, Kat 6 TwavTwY avOPwTOY o1jLa- 
Oeoraros, Kepdavyn TE Kar wH<eAnOn Tapa THs aKpoavews. Ou ‘yap mpos Kevodok.ay, 
Kaarep of ekwOev, aAAG Tpos THY OwWTNPLAY TwWY akoVOYTWY TaYTA TavTA cuVEbn- 
Kav of mapa THY apxnv KatakiwbevTes THS Tou Tlvevymaros xapiros ... Oide 
amooTOAOL Kat of MpopnTat TovvavTLOY amay emoncay. apy yap Kar Snda va 
map’ EavT@v KaTEDTHTAY GmacW, &TE KOLVOL FNS OLKOVMEYNS oVTES BidacKaAoL, iva 
Exaoros Kot 8? EavTov wavOavew SuvyTu ek THS avaryveTEws MoynsS TA AEyomEVa. 


+. « Tit yup ove eott OnAa Ta tev evayyeAwy amrayvta; Ip. Ib. §§ 2, 3. 
i. 739, 740. 
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stand you not what is in the Scriptures? How, indeed, 
should you be able ever to understand, when you do not 
even desire to glance at them? Take the book into your 
hands ; read all the historical parts; and retaining in your 
memory the parts easy of comprehension, go over fre- 
quently the parts that are difficult and obscure. And 
should you not be able, by assiduous reading, to find out 
the meaning of what is said, go to one that is wiser, go 
te a teacher, communicate with him respecting what is 
written, show much earnestness; and, if God should see 
you exercising so much readiness of mind, he will not 
despise your diligence and solicitude; but if man should 
not teach you what you seek, he himself will certainly 
reveal it. Remember the Eunuch of the Queen of Ethio- 
pia... ‘ But there isno Philip present now.’ No, but 
the Spirit that moved Philip is present. My beloved, let 
us not trifle with our salvation. All these things were 
written for us, for our admonition, upon whom the ends 
of the world are come.”! 

It would be difficult to find words more expressive of 
the view for which we contend. And yet, perhaps, in the 
following passage that view is carried out so as to be still 
more strongly enforced. It is a favourite reply of the 
Romanists and Tractators upon this subject, to say, (like 
drowning men catching at a straw,) Yes, the Scriptures 
are clear when the meaning has been pointed out, but 
not before. What sort of an answer this is, I leave the 
reader to determine, for it is almost impossible to deal 


1 Santis ravta Kat mpopacis kat vwberas mapukardvppata. Ov voels Ta eykel- 
peva; Tws yap duvnon vonoa more, unde amdws eyxvpat Bovdouevos;, AaBe 
pera Xelpas To BiBALoy" avaryywbt THY loTopiay Gracay’ Ka TA yYopmua KaTaTXwY, 
Ta adnha kor TA acapn ToAAaKIS emeA0e. Kay un duynOns TN OUVEXELA THS AVa- 
ywooews cdpe To Aeyouevov, Badicoy mpos Tov aopwrepoy, cAPe mpos Toy dida- 
okaAoy, avakowwoul Tept TwY Elpnuevav, TOAAHY emrBeLLat THY oTOvdNY® Kay Ln 
ce 6 Ocos ToTaVTH KEXpHMEVoY Tn TpOOUELA, OV TEpLoWETaL Dov THY aypuTVYLaY KaL 
THY ppoyTida’ adda Kav avOpwmros un didakn To Snrovmevoy, avTos amoKkaduiper 
moytws.  AvayynoOntt tov Evyovxov ths BactAidos AOiorwy. . . . AAA ov 
mapeotiy 5 Pidimmos vuy" aAda To Tvevya To KWhouy Tov Pidimmoy TapeorlL. Mn 
KaTappovapmey TNS TWTNPLUS HuoV, ayarnro.. Tavra mayra eypapny 50 juas, mpos 
vovbeciay Huw, Els oS TATEAN TOV aww KarnvTnoe. ID. Ib. § 3.1. 740. 
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seriously with it. But be its force what it may, it is at 
least demolished, as far as Chrysostom is concerned, by 
the following passage: “ Why should I come to Church, 
saith one, if I do not hear some one preach? This is it 
that hath destroyed and marred everything. For what 
need is there of a preacher? The need arises from our 
own laziness. For why is there any need of a sermon? 
ALL THINGS IN THE DIVINE SCRIPTURES ARE CLEAR AND 
STRAIGHT; ALL THINGS THAT ARE NECESSARY ARE MANI- 
rest.”! They are manifest, says Chrysostom, without 
any preacher to make them so. There needs nothing but 
the words themselves. 

After these testimonies, it may seem almost superfluous 
to add any others. But it may be well to show that they 
stand not alone in his works, but are borne out by many 
others scattered throughout them. 

Thus speaking of the misinterpretations of Scripture 
by heretics, he says,—* Tell me not that the Scripture is 
in fault; it is not the Scripture that is in fault, but their 
folly . . . . I say this in order that no one may accuse 
the Scriptures, but the folly of those who misinterpret 
what is well spoken. For even the devil disputed with 
Christ from the Scriptures ; but the Scripture was not in 
fault, but the mind that misinterpreted what was well 
said.” * 

“ One thing only the Apostle aimed at, that the whole 
world might learn something of those things that would 
be of service to it, and that are able to transfer it from 
earth to heaven. Therefore he did not conceal his instruc- 
tions by any darkness and obscurity . . . . but his doctrines 


1 Ti exoepxomat, pnowv, et ovk akovuw Tivos SutAouYTOS ; TOUTO TayTa aToAWAE 
kat StepOeipe. Ti yap Xpera duiAnrov; Amo rns nuerepas palvuras airy 7 Xpeco. 
yeyove. Ata Ti yap dmiAtas xpela; mayTa cadn Ka evden Ta mapa Tous Ors 
Ypapais* mayra Ta avaryko.a Onda. Ip. In 2 Thess. hom. 4. § ult. xi. 528. 

2 Mn pot Acye StL 7) Ypahn aria’ ovxXL H ypudn aitia, GAN 7 ayveuoovvn 
avrev. ... Tavta Acyw iva wndes ras ypapas diaBarAn, adda THY aryye[O- 
TWH TOY TA KAAWS ELPNLEVA KaKwWS EpunvevovTwy. Kat yap 5 diaBoAos uo ypa- 
pov Tw Xpiatw dSiedeyeTo’ aAN ovx 7 ypapy aitia, aA % Siavola H Ta KaAwS 
Elpnueva Kakws Epunvevovoa, Ip, Hom. De Sancto Phoca. § 3, ii. 708. 
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are more manifest than the rays of the sun .... He has 
made his words so easy to be understood, that all he has 
said is clear, not only to men, and those that are intelligent 
but even to women and youths.” + 

“ If we would thus search the Scriptures with accu-. 
racy, and not superficially, we should be able to attain 
our salvation ; if we would constantly give our attention to 
them, we should attain the knowledge of the orthodox faith, 
and the principles of a perfect life.” * 

“ Wherever St. Paul says anything obscure, he else- 
where interprets himself.” § 

“ Look FOR NO OTHER TEACHER; THOU HAST THE ORA- 
CLEs OF GoD; NO ONE TEACHES THEE LIKETHEM. For man 
often hides many things through vain-glory and envy. 
Hear, I entreat you, all ye that have a care for your life, 
and get those books that are the medicines of the soul. 
.... Want of acquaintance with the Scriptures is the 
cause of all evils.” ¢ 

Many others might be added, to some of which I give 
a reference below. > 


’ 


! ‘Ey povoy ecrovdacey, OTws 7] o1koumevn Taga padoL TLTWY XpNolwY Kat Suva- 
evo avTnv amo TNS YnS eTaTTNTAL mpos Toy ovpavov Aa TovTo ovde Comw 
TW Kot oKOTW expuev Eavtov THY SidacKadlav . ... AAAG TA ToVTOU SoypLara, 
TOV NALAKOV AKTIWOY EOTL PAVEPWTEPA . . » . TOTAUTNY ToLS pnuaow eyKaTemitey 
EvKOALay, @s én povoy avdpucl Kal ouVETOLS, UAAG Kat ‘yuvalts KUL Veols GmavTE 
eat Ta Aeyoueva. Onda. Iv. In Johann. hom. 2. (al. 1.) § 3. viii. 10. 

2 Ay oitw Towvy OeAwmey TUS Youpus epevvay meta akpiBetas Kal Mn amAwWS, 
durncoucba THS owrHpLas TNS HuETEpas emiTUXELY’ av Sia waYTOS avTaLs evdLaTpI- 
Bower, kat Soyparwy opbornta Kat Broyv ercomeda nKpiBopuevov. Ip. In Johann. 
hom. 53. (al. 52.) § 3. viii. 313. 

> Tlayraxou yap bray Tt acapes evmot, Eavroy Epunvever mad, Ip, In 2 Cor. 
hom.. 9. § 1. x. 499. 

‘ Mnde mepywewwns Erepov diduckadov. exels Ta Ayia Tov Weov. Ovdels ve 
Sidacke @s ekewva, Odros pey yap ToAAG Kat dia Kevodotiay Kar Sia Buckaviay 
EMLKpUTTTEL TOAAGKIS. AkovoaTe, TapaKarAw, TavTes of Biwrikol, Kat KTUGOE BiBALa 
dappuka tns Yuxns. ... Touro mayvtwy aitiov Twv Kakwy, TO Mn EeldEraL Tas 
ypapas. Ip. In Coloss. hom. 9. § 1. xi. 391. 

> See in Genes. hom. 9. § l. iv. 65. E. Ib. hom. 10. § 7. iv. 79. D. In 
Genes. serm. 3. § 1. iv. 655. D, E. In Ps. 41. § 7. v. 141. E. 142. A. In 
Matt. Prowm. seu hom. 1, § 5. vii. 11. C. In 2 Cor. hom. 7. §§ 2, 3. x. 482. 
E. and 484, D. In Heb. hom. 8, § 4. xii. 89. A, C, D. To which we may 
add the passage, In Act. hom. 33. § 4. ix. 258. E, already quoted, p. 436. 
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Hence we meet in Chrysostom with constant exhorta- 
tions to the reading of Scripture, with statements of the 
great benefits that would be derived from its perusal, and 
the evils arising from a want of acquaintance with it.* 

And for the occasional obscurity of Scripture he gives 
this reason ;—“ There is a great and unspeakable treasure, 
beloved, in the words just read, and there needs an atten- 
tive mind, and-a sober and vigilant judgment, that 
nothing may escape us of what is hidden in these few 
words. For on this account the merciful God has not 
permitted all things that are found in the Scriptures to 
be easy of perception, and manifest to us of themselves, 
and from the bare reading, that he might rouse our slug- 
gishness, and that we might have to exercise great vigi- 
lance to derive the full benefit from them. For those 
things that are found by labour and research, have 
usually a better hold upon our minds; but the things 
that are easy usually escape quickly from our hearts.”* 

Again; “ Why do you say, I know not the meaning of 
these words? On this very account it behoved you to 
apply your mind to them. But if not even that which is 
obscure rouses your mind, much more would you have 
hastily run over them if they were clear. For neither is 
this nor are all things clear, that you may not be idle; 


above. Also Pseudo-Chrysostomi Hom. de cexco nato. § 1. init. viii. app. 61. 
A. which is considered by the Benedictines as written by an antient author, 
probably not much posterior to Chrysostom. 

' See In Genes. hom. 29. § 2. iv. 281. A, B,C. In Coloss. hom. 9. § 1, xi. 
390, D. In Genes. hom. 3.§ ]. iv. 14. A, B. .[b. hom. 10. § 8, iv. 81. C, Ib. 
hom. 24. § 1. iv. 216. D, E. Ib. hom. 60. § 3. iv. 580. D, E. In Rom. 
Proem. § 1. ix. 426. A, B. 

? Toavs 6 Onoaupos Kat aparos, ayarnrol, «Y Tols Tpooparoy avaryvwcbeol, Kot 
det ouvTeTamerns Siavoras, Kat Aoyiomov vypovTos Kat Sieynyeplevov, GoTE pndev 
huos mopadpauey Tey eykekpumpevov tors Bpaxeot Touro pyuact. Ara yap 
TOUVTO Kou 6 piAavOpwros Ocos ovr avrober, Kat Ex WANS avayYOcEwWS TaYTa TU EV 
TOs Ypapats Kelweva, evovyonTa Kat SnAa iu TvyXavely ouvexwpnoey, iva THY 
yobeuy juwy Sieyepn, Kat ToAAnY THY wypunViaY emDderkapevot, OTw THY EE aVTOV 
wperelay KapTwowucda. Eile yap mas ta wey peta movov Kat SnTnTews cbpt~ 
TKOMEVG MaAAOV eumnyvuobaL Huwv Tn Savoie Ta Se per’ evKoAas, Oarrov apir- 
Trac0o THS Kapdias THS Huctepas. In Gen. hom. 82. §. 1. iv. 316. 
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nor are all things obscure, that you may not despair .. . 
Know you not the meaning of what is said? Then pray 
that you may learn it. But it is impossible that you can 
be ignorant of all things, for many things are of them- 
selves perfectly manifest and clear.” ! 

Further; as it respects the interpretation of Scripture, 
and the way in which we must ascertain its true meaning, 
he speaks thus. 

“ The Holy Scripture,” he says, ‘‘ when it would teach 
us anything of the kind, interprets itself, and does not 
suffer the hearer to err.” 2 

“‘ You see how Scripture interprets itself.” 3 

And hence he exhorts us to observe the scope, the con- 
text, &e., of the passage whose meaning we seek. 

“ As a building is weak without a foundation, so the 
Scripture profits us not, unless we ascertain its scope.” * 
“ It is not sufficient to say, It is written in the Scripture, 
but it is necessary to read the whole of the context,’ &e. > 

Such are the directions he gives for ascertaining the 
sense of Scripture. 

But more especially prayer for the guidance of the 
Holy Spirit, which he teaches us that every Christian is 
entitled from the promises of God to look for individually, 


' Ti ons; oun o18u Tia eoTiTa Acyoueva. AL avTo “ev ovy TovTO TpoTEXEW 
expnv. Eu de ovde To aoaes dieyerper cov THv WuxXnY, TOAAW fLaAAOY, EL Tap 
nv, wapedpuues. Ovde yup TovTo, ovte capn TayTa cori, va pn padunons ouvTE 
acupn, iva un amoyyws ... Ovk olo0a Tareyoueva, Ovkouv evita iva uabns* 
MaAAov de aunxXavoy TayTa aryvoeww Ta Yap TOAAG avToIev eort KaradnAa Kat 
capyn. In ] Cor, hom. 37. § ult. x. 342. 

> Kaurou ye Ths ayias ypadns, emeidav BovAerar rt ToLovToy juas SidacKev, 
éauTny Epunvevovons, Kat ovk aplierons tAavacbat Tov axpoaryy. Ip. In Genes. 
hom. 13. § 3. iv. 103. 

) hem Tes EavTnv Epunvever n ypopyn. Ip. In Ps. 44. § 6. v. 169. 

‘Os yap avev Oewedtov cabpu 7 a. obTwS avev THS ebpEerEews TOV ook 
ovk wpedet ) ypapyn. Ip. In Ps. 3. § 1. v. 

> Ov Towvy apket TO evmew, bru ev TH — Yyeypanrat, aAAa xXpN Kal THY 
akoAovOiay avaryvevat macay, K.T.A. Ip. Hom. in illud, Domine non est in 
homine, etc. § 2. vi. 160. A similar passage occurs in his In Johann. hom. 
40, (al. 89.) § 1. viii. 236. And Pseudo-Chrys, hom. in dict. Apost. Non 
quod volo facio, ete. § 1. vili. 189. App. 
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to lead him into the knowledge of the meaning of Scrip- 
ture. 

“ Tf,” he says, “ thou wouldest accustom thyself to pray 
with earnestness, thou wouldest not want instruction from thy 
fellow-servants, God himself enlightening thy mind without 
the intervention of any one.” 1 

“We have a merciful master, and when he sees us 
using diligence, and showing a great desire to understand 
the divine oracles, he does not permit us to stand in need of 
anything else, but immediately enlightens our mind, and 
bestows upon us the illumination that comes from him, 
and, according to his excellent wisdom, implants in our 
soul the whole of the true doctrine [of Christianity ].” * 

“ Tf you will attend diligently to the reading of. Scrip- 
ture, you shall need nothing else. For the word of Christ 
is true, that says, Seek and ye shall find, knock and it 
shall be opened to you.” 3 

Many other passages of a similar nature might be 
added, to some of which I give a reference below. 4 

Such is the testimony of one of the most illustrious of 
those Fathers to whom our opponents are continually 
referring as the supporters of their views. It is needless 
to add one word to direct the judgment of any impartial 
reader. I say impartial, because of those who accuse 
Scripture of obscurity, even in the fundamental points, I 


' Eay efions ceavtoy evxeoOat mer’ axptBeras, ov denon THs Tapa TwY cuvdov- 
Awy didackadias, avTov got Tov Ocov xwpis meoiTov TiWos KutavyatovTos THY Sia- 
voiay. Ip. Contr. Anom. hom. 3. § 6. i. 469. 

2 Kat yap pidavOpwrov exopnev deomorny, kat ereday 187 wepiuvwvTas Hpas, Kas 
mobo moAuy emidetKvumevous mpos THY TwY BELwY AOTiwWY KaTavonoLW, ovK adinow 
Erepov Twos SenOnvat, UAN’ evdews pwrifer Tov TueTEpoy Aoyiopoy, Kal THY map? 
auTov «AAum Xapiferar, KGL KATH THY EULHXAVOY avTOUV Coplay Tacay THV 
adnbn Siduckartay evTiOnot TH Huwetepa vuxn. Ip. In Genes. hom. 24. § 1. 
iv. 216. 

5 “Suess € OeheTE META mpoOupuas mpoTEXEW TH aVaryvwoel, ovdevos érepou Sen- 
Oncecbe. Awevdns yap 6 Tov Xpicrov Aoyos, ermwy: Cyreire Kae edpyoere, Kpou- 
ere, Kat avovynoerat butv. Ip, In Rom, Proem. § 1. ix. 425. 

4 In Genes. hom. 35. § 1. iv. 349. E.350. C, D. Ib. § 2. iv. 352. B,C. 
In 1 Thess. hom. 7. § ult. xi. 477. B, C. 


ON THE SUBJECT OF THIS WORK. 549 


will not venture to say that they may not do the same by 
these testimonies of Chrysostom, or anything else that 
may be offered them. 


Cyriz or ALExanpriA (fl. a. 412.) 


“The law given through the learned Moses,” says 
Cyril of Alexandria, “ was involved as it were in darkness 
and shadows, such, I mean, as arose from the letter. 
But in the declarations of the gospel, the beauty of the 
truth shines forth unclouded and clear, and enlightens 
the mind, being poured like light into the understandings 
of the pious.” } 

“ Sufficient, sufficient for this [i.e. for obtaining a 
knowledge of the faith] are the Scriptures of the holy 
Fathers, (i. e., as the words following show, the inspired 
writers,| which if any one would diligently study and vigi- 
lantly attend to, he would immediately have his mind filled 
with divine light. For they did not speak of themselves, 
but ‘ all Scripture is given by inspiration of God, and is 
profitable.’” * 


1 AxAut wey ‘yap olover Tws Kal KaTacKLacpacl, ToOLS amo ‘ye ym TOV ‘ypap- 
paros, 6 dia Tov mavoopov Mwoews karemaxuveto vouos. Ey de ye Tots evaryye- 
Alkols KNPUYMaoL "yumVoY KUL Siapaves TO THS adnOcLas expaiveTat KaAAOS, Kat 
Karapaidpuver Tov vouv Tas Twy evoeBovyTwy Siavotats pwros Sikny eroxKeomevor. 
Cyrizy. ALEx. Comm. in Is. lib. 3. tom. i. Op. tom. ii. p. 361. The phrase 
evaryyedika Knpvywara is used in other places for Scripture, thus,— apo. bevtwv 
€lS METOV TWY EVUryYEALKwY KUL aTOoTOALKwY KnpvypwaTwy. Quod unus sit Christus. 
Dial. tom. v. P. 1. p. 758. See also De S. Trin. Dialog. 3. tom. v. P. 1. p. 
476, and again p. 477. The context in all these passages clearly shows that 
Scripture only is intended. And so the phrase “ evangelica praedicatio ” is 
used by Cyprian ;—“ Scriptum est, nisi quis renatus fuerit ex aqua et Spiritu, 
non potest intrare in regnum Dei. Quo in loco quidam, quasi evacuare possint 
humana argumentatione predicationis Evangelice veritatem, catechumenos 
nobis opponunt,” &c. Ep.ad Jubaian. Ep. 73. 

2 ‘Adis yap GAis at Tov oryiwy TaTepwy ets TovTO ov'yypapat, als elmep TLS 
é€AoiTO vouvexws bmiAew Kat EYPN'VOPOTWS mpoaHpepEedOat, PwTos uv TOV Oetov Tov 
otkevov evOus avapcotwoee vouv. Hoay yap ovk avTot AaAouyTES EV aUTOLS, Tace 
de ypahy Oeomvevoos kat wheAimwos. De S, Trin. Dial. 1. tom. v. P. 1. p. 
388. The phrase twy ayiwy marepwy, here used to denote the inspired writers, 
or probably more peculiarly the Apostles, is used also by Epiphanius for the 
Apostles ; MapeAaBov yup (says Epiphanius) of tavrys [i. e. ExkAnotas] maides 
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Again, on the doctrine of the divinity of Christ, he 
says, that the error may easily be avoided, “ for it is open 
to those who desire it, easily to avoid the error, and to 
escape from the pernicious and destructive doctrine of 
those of the opposite party, by piously giving the due 
superiority to the declarations of the sacred writers.” + 

Again, opposing certain unorthodox views respecting 
the incarnation of our Lord, he says,—“* What, therefore, 
supposing this to have been the case, would have been 
the use of his advent, or what the mode of his incarnation 2? 
But if any one perchanceshall ask on what accountthis was 
done, [namely, that he became incarnate,]| he shall receive 
from us the reply, the divine Scripture will teach you. Go, 
then, illustrious Sir, inquire of the sacred Scriptures, and 
having well applied the eye of your mind to the declarations 
of the holy Apostles, you shall then clearly see what you 
seek,” * 

Again ; “ Therefore the inspired Scripture is abundantly 
sufficient, even so that those who have been nourished by it 
ought to come forth wise and very prudent, and possessed 
of an understanding abundantly instructed in all things. 
..... What that is profitable to us is not spoken of by 
it? For, first, (what is also more excellent than all other 
things,) any one may see in it the glorious doctrine of the 


TOpY. Uylwyv TAaTEpwY, TOVTEDTL TWY ayioy Arocro\wy, mioTW pvdarrey. Ancorat. 
(Ed. Par. 1622. vol. ii. p. 122.)—And Jerome says,— Patriarchas quoque et 
Prophetas (si tamen nos ab eis peccata non separent) nostros patres dicimus.” 
In Eph. lib. ii. ec. 3. tom, vii. col. 601. Ed. Vall. Ven. See also August. De 
Trin. lib. 2. c. 9. tom. viii. col. 781. 

1B, Os Sewoy ye, w Tay, TO Xpnua, Kat SvadiapuKros adrnjOws h THs dvcceBELas 
ypapn. A. Evdiapurros ev ovv® edertat yap on Tos eBeAovaly evkKoAws arro- 
porray, Kal TOY OAETHPA Kat POopoy TwY SievayTias Siwleicbut AoYov, TO xXpHvat 
vikav amoveuovow evoeBws Tous TwY ayiwy pwvas. De §. Trin. Dial. 4. Ib. 
p. 505. 

2 Tis ouv ay yevoiro Aotwoy THs emLdyuLas 6 Aoyos, n Tis 6 TpoTOS THS EvavOpwmn- 
cews , mempaxtat Se 6Tov Kap, Et TIS EpoLTO TUXOY, aYTAKOUTETOL TAP Huw 7 
Gera, Sidaker ypadn. 10 8n, oy, w yevvute, Tudou TwY iepwy ypaymaTav, Kut Tas 
Tov ayy Arocrohwv pwvais evepercus ev mara THS Siavolas Tov opOoAmor, abper 
dn Kadws To SnTroupevoyv. De recta fide ad Theodos. tom. v. P. 2. p.17. The 
observation is to be found also in his “ De incarn. Unigen. Dial.” Tom. v. 
P.1.p. 691. 
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true knowledge of God... . . Moreover, in addition to 
this, it teaches us how to order aright our life and conver- 
sation, and by its divine and sacred laws directs us in the 
way of righteousness, and makes the path of all equity 
clear to us.” ? 

Lastly, as it respects the interpretation of Scripture, he 
gives such rules as these,—“ It behoves him who enters 
upon the investigation of the divine Scriptures to observe 
the time at which what is revealed is said, and the per- 
son by whom or through whom, or of whom, it is spoken; 
for thus they who wish rightly to understand may be pre- 
served from error, and obtain a correct view of its mean- 
ing.” Such are the directions which he gives Christians 
for ascertaining the meaning of Scripture. 

It remains for our opponents to show where he sends 
us to “tradition” as the necessary and infallible inter- 
preter of Scripture. 


- Is1porE or Petnusium (fl. a. 412.) 


“The sacred volumes of the divine Scriptures,” says 
Isidore of Pelusium,’ are steps whereby we ascend to 
God.” 3 

“Tf God had had respect only to his own dignity, and 
not the profit of the reader, he would have used heavenly 
and divine words and examples. But since he was legis- 
lating for men that are weak and in need of human words 


1 Aroxpyn wey ovy h OcomvevoTos ypupn, Kat Tpos ye TO Sew amopavar copovs 
kat SoKiuwrarous, Kat Siapkerrarny eXovTas GuVvEectY Tovs evTEAPUpLmEevoUS GUTH. 
.. +. Tt Twy ovnotpopwy ovk eipyTat map avTnS; mpwTov ev yap, 6 Kat TwY 
AAAOY GraVTwMY EOTL TILAAPETTEpoY, KaTlOot TIS EV AUTN TOUS TNS GANPoUS YeoTTLAS 
evaoTpamrTovTas OYOUS ..... €lTa mpos ToUTOLS Kat Tovs THS EuCwLAS TMLy 
ELONYNTUL TpoTrovs, vomots De Oevors Kou tepo.s amevOvver mpos Sicatoovyny, Kat 
PY Kat Graons Huw emeiceas evapyn Kabiornot tpiBov. Contr. Julian. lib. vii. 
p. 230. tom. vi. See also pp. 231, 2. 

2 Tlpwrov pev ovy mpoonker Tov eis epevvay Ociwy acBawovTa ypapwy, Toy 
kaipov emitnpew Kal Sv Aeyeras To SyAovjcvoy, Ko mpoowmov map ob n dv ob, n 
TEpl OF AEyeTat ObTH yap av amAavns H Siayoim pudaxdern Tots op0ws ebedouvot 
voew. Thesaurus, tom. vy. P. 1. p. 199. 

3 AL be lepar wruKra: Tey wapTupovmevoy Oeiwy ypapwy THs Tpos Ocov eiow 
avaBacews KAysuces. Istpor, Pxnus, Hp. lib. i. Ep. 369. p. 96. 
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(for thus they were able easily to understand things above 
them), he expressed his divine doctrines in common 
words, to the intent that even a woman and a child, and 
the most ignorant of all men, might obtain some profit 
even from the very hearing. For the word having a 
consideration for the salvation of the multitude, and even 
rustics, is expressed with so much clearness through the 
philanthropy of the legislator, as to deprive no one of the 
benefit proportioned to his powers; nor hath it neglected 
the wiser of mankind ; for in this so great clearness, such 
unutterable words dwell like treasures, that even the 
wisest and most learned of men are lost in the profundity 
of the thoughts, and often confess themselves overcome 
by the incomprehensibility of the wisdom.” } 

“Tf the truth be joined to eloquent language, it is 
able to profit the educated, but to all others it will be 
of no use or advantage. Wherefore the Scripture hath 
declared the truth in simple language, that both the 
unlearned and the wise, and even children and women, 
might learn it. For by this the wise are in no respect in- 
jured ; but by the other [i. e. Scripture being indited in 
superior language] the greater part of the world would 
have been injured; and if it behoved it to consider the 
few, it more especially behoved it to consider the many ; 
and since it has considered all, it is clearly shown to be 
divine and heavenly.” * 


1 E yap mpos tyv avtov atiay povoy mpocerxev 6 Ocos, kat un Tpos THY woe- 
Aciay Twy evTeviomevwy, ovpayiols ay Kat Detols Aovyols TE Kol TapadErymacW expN- 
caro. AXAN emeiday avOpwmots evouoberer acOeveot TUYXaVoVEL, Kat avOpwmvey 
Seomevols Aovywv (oiTw yap padiws Ta trep avTovs vonoa ndvvavro) wWiwrikcs 
Aeteow ekepace Ta Dera wulymara, iva Kat yun Kal Tals Kat GravTwY avOpwrav 
apabeoTaros Kepdavy TL Ka ef auTNS TNS akKpoavEws” THS Yap TwY TOAAWY Kat 
ayehaLoTepwy povtioas owTnpias 6 AoYos, Tapynvera TocavTn dia piravOpwmriay 
Tov vowoberou Kpabess, ovdeva THS KaTa, Suvamy wpEdetus amooTEpelt ouTE Se TwY 
TOPWTEPWY NUEANTEV’ EV TOTAYTN Yap TapnvELA ovTwWS amoppNTOL Aoryor Kabamep 
Onoavpot TIVES EVOLKOVELY, WS Kat TOUS TOPwTaTOUS Kat EAOYIMwWTATOUS TwY avOpa- 
may mpos To Bafos Twy vonuaTwy tAryylay, Kat TapaXwpel TOAAGKIS TW aKaTa- 
Anrrw ns copias. Ip. Ib. lib. ii. Epist. 5. p. 129. 

2 Erde 7 adndewa Ty KaAALETELa cuvapbern, SvyaTat ev Tous TemadeumevoUS 
wheAnoat, Tos Se aAAoIs Gracw axpynoTos ecto Kat avwpeAns. At 6 Kat 4 
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“The sacred and heavenly oracles, since they were 
spoken and written for the benefit of all mankind, were 
expressed in plain language. ... All those who are 
engaged in husbandry, and the arts, and other occupa- 
tions of life, derive profit from its clearness ; learning both 
what is proper and what is just and what is useful in a 
moment of time.” } 

And, lastly, he says,—“ If all things were plain, where 
should we make use of our understanding, there not being 
any investigation to make? But if all things were ob- 
scure, thus also we should fall, there being no discovery 
of the truth. But now, through those parts that are plain, 
those that are obscure are in a manner understood.”? 


Tueroporst (fl. a. 423.) 


We pass on to one of the most learned of the Greek 
Fathers, Theodoret ; from whom we have the following 
testimonies as to the suitability and power of Scripture to 
teach the faith. 

“ The divine Scripture,” he says, “is accustomed to ac- 
commodate its lessons to those who are to be instructed ; 
and to the perfect, to offer that which is perfect; and to 
the ignorant, elementary points and things suited to their 
ability.’ 


ypagn Thy adnberay meSw Aoryw npynvevoer, tva kat iwrat Kut copor Kot matdes 
Kat yuvaikes pwaborey. Ex wev yap Tovtov of mev copot ovdey mapaBAamrovTa: ek 
de exetvov To TAcoY TNS o1KOUMEVNS Epos TpoEBAGBN’ aY TWwY OUY EXpHY poYTI- 
COL, MadLoTA Mey TwY TAELoVwY. Emeidav Se Kat TayTwy edpporticey, SeiKvuTaL 
Aaumpws Oeia ovee Kat ovpayvios. Ib. lib. iv. Ep. 67. p. 449. 

1 Of iepor kat ovpayior xpnopmor, emeday mpos wpcrciuy Tans THS avOpwrornTos 
eppeOnouy Kar eypapnoay, Tn capnvera expubnoay ... . WavTEs of yewpyiats 
Kal TEXVOLS KUL TLS GAGS aTXOALaIS TOV Blov GKXOAALOVTES, wHEAOVYTAL EK TNS 
capyveras’ kat TO mpeTov Kat TO SikaLov Kat TO TUUpEpoY EV aKapiaa Kalpov porn 
pavOavorvres. Ib. lib. iv. Ep. 91. p. 461. 

2 Et pev yap mavra ny dnda, mov Ty cuverer expnoapcda, un ovens SnTnTEws 5 
et Je mavTa adnAa, Kat otTwS avamEeTTMKELLEY a, Nn ovans ebperews. vuv Se dia, 
Twv Snrov Kat Ta adnrAa Tporov Ta KatadrapBaverat. Ib. lib. iv. Ep. 82, 
p- 458. a 

3 Metpew ewe Tors madevouevas 7 Vera ypadyn Ta malnwara’ Kot Tos [ev 
TEAELOLS TpOTPEpElY TA TEAELA, TOLS aTEAECL DE TA TTOLXELWdN, KaL TH opwy SuVa- 
pet cupBavovra. THEODORET, Quast. in Gen. q. 1. tom. i. p. 3. 
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“The divine Scripture accommodates its language to 
men ; and orders its words so that they may be able to un- 
derstand.” } 

“Some persons having become affected with this dis- 
ease of mind, have undertaken to accuse the divine Scrip- 
ture, and especially the prophecies, as if they were ob- 
scure. To whom the divine Paul would say, ‘ But if our 
gospel be hid, it is hid to them that are lost;’ for ‘we 
speak wisdom among them that are perfect.’ And agree- 
able to these are the words spoken by our Master and 
Saviour to the holy Apostles, ‘To you it is given to know 
the mysteries of the kingdom, but to them it is not given.’ 
And teaching them the cause of this, he directly adds, 
‘ For seeing they see not, and hearing they do not under- 
stand ;’ for they, saith he, willingly draw upon themselves 
the cloud of ignorance ; for if they had turned to the Lord, 
as the divine Apostle says, the veil would be removed. 
Therefore the divine oracles are not obscure to all, but only 
to those who are willingly blind...... Lr no onz 
THEREFORE, AND ESPECIALLY AMONG THE PUPILS OF Piety, 
BE SO BOLD AGAINST THE DIVINE SPIRIT AS TO CHARGE 
HIS WORDS WITH oOBsCURITY; but earnestly seeking to 
understand the sacred words, let him exclaim with the 
divine David, ‘Open thou mine eyes, and I shall behold 
wondrous things out of thy law.’ For he who seeks this 
knowledge for his profit shall assuredly obtain his re- 
quest.” 2 


1 TIpocpopws ros avOpwrois 7 Pera. ypadn SiuAeyerat’ Kar Gs axovely Svvayrau 
peracxnmarife: Tous Aoyous, Ip. ib. q. 52. tom. i. p..65. 

* Tavrn mepimecoyTes TH vow Ties TNS BELas ypapys KaTHYopELW eTmMeXELPNT AY, 
diapepovTws de Twy mpopyrinwy OeomicpaTav ds acaperm Kecaduupeveor. TIpos 
ods av ekoTws 6 Oeomectos exmor TlavAos* et Se Kat core KeKuAvpmevov To evaryye- 
ALoy Tov, EV TOLS aMOAAVMEVOLS EOTL KEKAAUMpEVOY" copiav yap Aadoupev ev 
TedeElols. Bvypwver Se TovTois kat Ta bro Tov Acomorov Kat SwTNpos Hwy mpos 
Tous GyLous Amogrodous cipnueva. “Yyty SeSorau yyovar ta pvoTnpia THs Buot- 
Aewas, exewvois Se ov SeOor ou’ Kar THY aiTiay SidacKwy evOus emaryer, ‘Ort BAEMOVTES 
ov Brerovot, Kat akoyovTEs OV GuYLoVTW avTOL yap pnow ExovTes EmiomaVTaL TNS 
ayvolas TO vepos* cay yap emioTpEeywot mpos Kupiov, n pyow 6 Oetos Amoorodos, 
MeplaiperTat TO KaAUMUA. Ov ToWvy madly EcTLY acadn TU ELA, AAAG TOLS 
eOedoveiws TUpAwWTTOVTW . ... Mrdeus TOWUV, KOL MOALOTA TwY THS cvoeReELas 
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And he gives the following reason for the occasional 
obscurity of Scripture. “There are occasions when the 
divine revelations are spoken and written enigmatically, 
that those things which are revealed to the saints may 
not be manifest to all. For thus, if they were equally 
discerned by all, they. would become objects of con- 
tempt.” } 

Further, he says,—“ For the things of which we are 
ignorant we learn from the inspired Scripture.” 2 

Again; “ For as great as is the difference between God 
and the devil, so great is the difference between the teach- 
ing of God and that of the devil. And the beauty of the 
divine oracles sending forth the beams of a light suited to 
the faculties of man, when compared with those fables, 
will more clearly show this.” 3 

And throughout the work from which this extract is 
taken, viz. that on heretical fables, as well as in other 
places, he continually refers to the divine Scripture, and 
to that only, as his teacher in the doctrines he inculcates. 

Again ; he says,—“ For all the preachers of the truth, 
the prophets and apostles I mean, were not possessed of 
the Grecian eloquence, but being full of the true wisdom 
brought to all the heathen, both Greeks and barbarians, 
the divine doctrine, and filled the whole earth and sea 
with their writings concerning virtue and piety. And 
now all men have left the follies of the philosophers and 


Tpodipev, Kata Tov Oeiov Tlvevyaros OpacuvvecOw, Tots TovTov AoYyols acapelay 
ETLUELpoucvos* GAAG VONTaL TOUS icpous EplewEevos otYousS eTA TOV OEaTETLOV 
Boarw AaBid° amoxarvoy Tous opOaApmouvs pov, Kat Karavonow Ta Oavpacia el 
TOV VoLov Gov" TEvéEeTaL Yap TaYTWS TNS UITHTEWS, ET wWHEAELA THY YYwoW erary- 
yeiAas. Ip. in Hzech. Pref. tom. ii. pp. 670—2. 

1 Awiypatwdws de cor dre Ta Dea AcyeTa Kat Yypuerat, iva wn Tac 7 
dyAG Ta ToLs GryLoLs amroKahuTTOMEVa’ OdTH Yup ay evKaTapporynTa eyeyorel duoLws 
bro maytwv yvwpifoueva. Inv. in Dan. c. 9. tom. ii. p. 1238. 

2 ‘A yap ayvoouper, exebev [i. e, ex Ocomvevorou ypapns | wavOavonev. Ip, in 
2 Tim. iii. 16. tom. iii. p. 691. 

3 “Ooov yap Gcov. kar diaBodov ro pecov, rocavTy THs Tov Beov Kat SiaBorov 
SidacKartas Siapopa kat TovTo Setter capeorepoy Trois pvbois ckelvois maparibe- 
pevov Tov Oeioy Aoyiwy TO KAAAOS, TAS TOV YOEpoV Pwros EkKTEUTOY Mapmapuyas. 
Ip. Her. Fab. lib, v. Preef. tom. iv. p. 377. 
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take delight in the lessons of fishermen and _ publicans, 
and reverence the writings of a shoemaker. They are 
acquainted with Matthew and Bartholomew and James, 
nay, moreover, with Moses and David and Isaiah, and 
the rest of the Apostles and Prophets, as familiarly as 
with the names of their children. And straightway they 
laugh at their names as barbarous. But we lament over 
their madness ; in that, seeing the Grecian eloquence over- 
come by men of a barbarous tongue, and their beautifully 
composed fables altogether put to flight, and the Attic 
syllogisms destroyed by the solecisms of fishermen, they 
do not blush nor hide themselves, but impudently fight 
for their error .... But we clearly demonstrate the 
power of the apostolical and prophetical doctrines, for all 
places under the sun are full of these discourses. . . And 
we may see not only the teachers of the Church acquainted 
with these doctrines, but even shoemakers and smiths 
and workers in wool, and other handy-craftsmen, and in 
like manner women, not only the educated, but also 
those who work for their living, both needle-women and 
moreover servant-girls. And not only those who live in 
cities, but also those who live in the country, have ob- 
tained this knowledge. And you may find even ditchers 
and herdsmen and gardeners conversing respecting the 
divine Trinity, and concerning the creation of the uni- 
verse, and knowing much more of human nature than 
Aristotle and Plato; and, moreover, having a regard 
for virtue and avoiding vice, and fearing the looked- 
for punishments, and awaiting without doubts the divine 
tribunal, and philosophizing respecting the life that is 
eternal and indestructible, and for the sake of the king- 
dom of heaven gladly undertaking every kind of labour, 
and WHO HAVE LEARNT THESE THINGS FROM NO ONE 
ELSE BUT FROM THOSE WHOM YOU CALL BARBARIAN- 
TONGUED.” } 


1 Kat yap GmrayTes TNS adANOetas of KNPUKES, TpoPnTat Hyut Kat amooroAa, THS 
pev “EAAQUIKNS OU METEAaXOY EVYAwWTTLAS* eutAcot Se THS GANOivys ovTes oopias, 
mact Tots evect, Kat EAANVIKOLS Kat BopBapikos rhv Oeray SidacKkoAray Tpoon- 
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Again, in one of his Letters, he says,—“ For the sake 
of this we are accustomed from our cradles to meditate 
upon the sacred Scripture, and draw from it as from a 
breast, that when affliction comes upon us we may apply 
the Spirit’s teaching as a healing medicine.” ? 

Lastly, in the sermons attributed by some to Theodoret, 
but by others to Eutherius, we meet with the following 
passage. Speaking of those who neglected the study of 
the Scriptures, the writer adds,—* But we, confiding in 
the truth of the mystery, and in the aid of him who can- 
not lie, who says, ‘ Every one that seeketh findeth,’ both 
seek as we ought, and find what we ought, and speak with 
demonstration, and hear with a sincere purpose of mind, 
so that we may persuade those that belong to us, and con- 
vince our adversaries, and enrich ourselves by the search, 


veykay" Kat Tacay ynv Kat Baracoay TwY aperns mept Kat EvoceBetas Evy ypamaTov 
everAnoav. Kat vuy amavtes, Tw pidocopwy Tous Anpous KaTaAlToyTEs, TOLS 
TOY GALEWY Kal TEAWYWY EVTpUpwot MaOnMacl, Kat Ta TOV oKUTOTOMOUV ~Uyypap- 
para meptemovot.... Tov Mar@aov kot tov BapSodopacoy Kat Tov laxwBov, 
Kat mevtor Toy Mwvoea, Kot Tov AaBid, kar Toy Hoatay, kat Tous aAAovs atooTo- 
Aous Te Ka MpopNTas, OUTS ITaTW ws Tas Tw maidwy mpoonyopias. AuTiKa 
Towvy Kat Kwuwdovol &s BapBupa Ta ovomura: hues Se avtTwy Thy eumAnttay OAo- 
pupopebar drt 5n dpwvres BapBapopwvovs avOpwmovs tHv EAANVIKHY ev'yAwTTIAY 
VEVIKNKOTAS, Kal Tous Kekomeupevous pu0ovs TavTEeAws ekeANAGMEVOUS, Kat TOUS 
GALEVTLKOUS TOAOLKLG MOUS TOUS aTTIKOUS KaTaAEAUKOTas EVAAOTICMOUS, OVK epu6pt- 
ovo, ovd eyKaAuTrovTat, GAN’ avadnv brepuaxovor tns wAaynS. ..~ ‘Hues 
Se Twy amocToAiKwy Kat TpodyTikwy Soypatwy To Kparos evapyws emideuKvumer* 
muca yap 7 bpnAtos TwydE TwY AoywY avaTrAEwS. ... ~. Kat eorw Wew tavta 
edoTas Ta SoyyaTa, ov movous ye THS EKKAHTLAS Tous didackaAoUS, aAAG Kat 
OkUTOTOMOUS, Kut XAAKOTUTIOUS, Kal TAAagLoupyous, Kat TOUS aAAOUS amoxeElptBiw- 
TOUS KOt YUVOLKAS WTAVTWS, OV MOVOY TAS AoYwY peTETXKULAS, GAAG Kat XEpYN- 
TiSas, Kat akeoTpidas, Kat mevToL Kat Oepamaivas’ Kal ov Movoy aoToL UAAG Kat 
XwpyTiKor THYVdE THY YYwoW EecXNKacl’ Kat EoTW edpely KaL okaTaveas, Kar Bon- 
Aaras, Kat puToupyous mept THS Oetas Siareyomevous Tpiados, Kar mept THS Tw 
dAwy Syuovpyias, Ker THY avOpwreiay puow edoTas ApioToTeAous TOAAW LaAAOY 
kat TlAurwvos’ Kat mevToOL Kal apETNS ETIMLEAOUMLEVOUS, Kal KaKiay eKKALvoyTas, Kat 
Ta KoAaoTnpia SedioTas Ta mpocdoKwmeva,, Kat TO Oetoy SikacTypioy avevdo.acTws 
MPOTMEVOVTAS, KAL TNS alwytov Tepe Kat avwAebpov PirocopouvTas Swys, Kat TwV 
ovpavwy évera Bacircias TayTa Tovey acmaciws aipoumevous* Kat TavTU, ov map” 
aAAov Tov MEeLaOnKoTAS, AAG Tap EKe_wY ods Hues BapBapopwvous amoKareite. 
Ip. Gree. affect. Curatio. Disp. 5. tom. iv. pp. 887—41. 

1 Tovrov ‘yap dn xapw evOus ex omapyuvwy oioy Tiva OnAny cAkouev THS lepas 
ypapns Thy wereTnY, iY bray Huy mpoomeon mabos, mpoceveyKomey adekiKaKov 
papnakoy Thy didacKkadsay Tov Tvevxmaros. Ip, Epist. 14. tom. iv. p. 1072, 
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and not propose inconsistent doctrine. Shall I neglect 
the Scriptures? Whence then shall I obtain knowledge ? 
Shall I relinquish knowledge? Whence, then, shall I 
obtain faith? .... The Scripture is the food of the 
soul... . By the holy Scriptures is the manifestation of 
things hidden, the establishment of our hopes, the fulfil- 
ment of the promises, the discovery of the Saviour. . . . 
But they who desire to be themselves the judges of their own 
doctrines, drive us from the Scriptures, under the pretext of 
not being presumptuous, as if they were incomprehensible, 
but in reality in order to avoid being convicted by them of 
their own false doctrine.” 1 


Fuucentius oF Ruspa (fl. a. 507.) 


“ The word of the Lord,” says Fulgentius, “which we 
all ought to hear not only attentively but wisely, and 
which we ought to obey with humility and delight, every- 
where preserving the balance of its moderation, so that 
neither the sheep might be without pasture, nor the shep- 
herds without food, gives some commands specially to us 
alone, and some generally both to us and you. For 
to us, that is the servants whom that Father of the 
family, the Lord of all things, has appointed for this pur- 
pose in his great house, that we should minister the word 
of grace to his people, is« specially enjoined the duty of 
holy preaching ; but generally both to us and you there 


‘Hyeis Gappouytes Tn arndeww Tov pvoTnpiov, Kat TH Bonbeia Tov awevdous 
evmovros, Tas 6 fntwv ebpioket, Kor Enroumey ws der, kar ebpioxomer & Sex, Kon 
peta amodetews Acyouev, Kat heTa mpoleTEws yyNoLAs akovOMEY, GS KaL TOUS 
OLKELOUS TELPELY, KGL TOUS EVAVTLOUS EhEYXEW, Kal Has avTous dia THS EpevNs Kep- 
dave, Kat MN acvoTaToy Tparyua Seikvuery. Apednow ypadwy; mobev ovv 4 
yoo. Karadeno yrwow, wobev ) miotis; . . . Tpopn wuxns h ypadn. . - 
Ek Tov ay. ypapwr 7 Twv adnrwy pavepwors, ) Twv edmidwv BeBaiwols, h TeV 
bmocxerewy exBacis, 7 Tov Zwrnpos etpects. . » AAA’ of BovAopevar Ta éEavTwv 
Kpwel arElpyouot TOV Ypapwy, mpopacet Mey TOV py KATUTOAMAY ws ampootTwV* 
Tn de adrnbeta dmep Tov pev'yey tov ck avTwy eheyXov THS olKEas KaKODdo-LAS. 
TueEopor. seu Kurueru Serm. 2. tom. y. pp. 1124—6. This homily has been 


attributed to Athanasius. See Athanas. Op. ed. Ben. tom. ii. pp. 562, 3. ed. 
Col. tom. ii. pp. 295, 6. 
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is enjoined a salutary obedience to his commands. In 
which commands, as in most plentiful dishes, a spiritual 
supply of heavenly delights so abounds, that in the word of 
God there is ample provision for the perfect to eat, and 
ample provision for the little one to suck. For there is 
both the milky drink, by which the tender infancy of the 
faithful may be nourished, and the solid food from which 
the robust youth of the perfect may receive a spiritual in- 
crease of holy virtue. There provision is fully made for 
the salvation of those whom the Lord vouchsafes to save ; 
there is to be found what is suitable to every age, there 
what is agreeable to every profession; there we hear the 
precepts we ought to obey, there we learn the rewards we 
may expect; there is the command which teaches us in the 
letter, and leads us to knowledge; there the promise which 
draws us through grace and leads us to glory.”? 


Grecory (fl. a. 590.) 


We conclude, as before, with the testimony of the cele- 
brated Gregory. 

“The divine word,” he says, “as by its mysteries it 
exercises the wise, so for the most part it cherishes the 


1 Dominicus sermo, quem debemus omnes non solum studiose verum etiam 
sapienter audire, cui nos oportet humiliter ac delectabiliter obedire, modera- 
tionis su# tenens ubique temperiem, ut nec ovibus desint pabula nec pasto- 
ribusalimenta: quedam specialiter solis precipit nobis, quedam vero gene- 
raliter et nobis et vobis. Nobis namque, id est servis, quos pater ille familias 
rerum omnium dominus, ad hoc in sua magna domo constituit, ut populo ejus 
verbum gratiz ministremus, specialiter injungitur sancte preedicationis offi- 
cium ; generaliter vero nobis et vobis salutaris indicitur obedientia manda- 
torum. In quibus denuo mandatis, tanquam ditissimis ferculis, sic ceelestium 
deliciarum copia spiritalis exuberat, ut in verbo Dei abundet quod perfectus 
comedat, abundet etiam quod parvulus sugat. Ibi est enim simul et lacteus 
potus, quo tenera fidelium nutriatur infantia, et solidus cibus, quo robusta per- 
fectorum juventus spiritalia sanctz virtutis accipiat incrementa. Ibi prorsus 
ad salutem consulitur universis quos Dominus salvare dignatur; ibi est 
quod omni etati congruat, ibi quod omni professioni conveniat , ibi audimus 
precepta que faciamus, ibi cognoscimus preamia que speremus ; ibi est jussio 
quze nos per litteram doceat, et instruat ad scientiam ; ibi promissio que per 
gratiam trahat et perducat ad gloriam. Funcentu Serm. De Dispensat, 
Dom. Serm. 1. (Op. ed. Ven. 1742, p. 248.) 
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simple by that which it contains on the surface. It openly 
exposes that by which it may nourish the little ones, it 
keeps secret that by which it may hold the minds of the 
lofty in admiration. It is, so to speak, like a river that is 
smooth and deep, in which both a lamb may wade, and an 
elephant may swim.”? 

And for its occasional obscurity he thus assigns the 
cause ;—“ The very obscurity of the oracles of God is of 
great use, because it exercises the understanding, that it 
may be expanded by the labour, and may understand 
when in exercise that which it could not understand 
when idle. It has also another greater advantage, inas- 
much as the understanding of the sacred Scripture, which, 
if in all points it were free from difficulty, would be held 
cheap, gives the mind, when found in certain more obscure 
passages, so much greater pleasure as in the search it 
fatigues the mind with greater labour.”? It is not “ tra- 
dition,” then, to which we are directed to teach us the 
meaning of the obscure passages, but a more careful and 
attentive examination of them. 


Upon the strength of these testimonies, then, we main- 
tain that the weight of patristical testimony is beyond dis- 
pute in our favour. The clearness, indeed, with which 
most of the Fathers have asserted the view for which we 
contend, makes it a matter of surprise that any one at all 
acquainted with their writings should venture to claim 
them as opposed to it. 


' Divinus etenim sermo sicut mysteriis prudentes exercet, sic plerumque 
superficie simplices refovet. Habet in publico unde parvulos nutriat ; servat 
in secreto unde mentes sublimium in admiratione suspendat. Quasi quidam 
quippe est fluvius, ut ita dixerim, planus et altus, in quo et agnus ambulet et 
elephas natet. Grec. M. Epist. ad Leand. prefix. ad Moral. sive Expos. in 
Job, tom. i. col. 5, 6. 

2 Magne utilitatis est ipsa obscuritas eloquiorum Dei, quia exercet sensum, 
ut fatigatione dilatetur, et exercitatus capiat quod capere non posset otiosus. 
Habet quoque adhue aliud majus, quia Scripture sacre intelligentia, que si 
in cunctis esset aperta vilesceret, in quibusdam locis obscurioribus tanto ma- 
jore dulcedine inventa reficit, quanto majore labore fatigat animum quasita. 
Ip. In Ezech. lib.i. hom. 6. Op. tom. i, col. 1213. 
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There remains, however, one more point in the system 
of our opponents, respecting which we have to inquire 
the sentiments of the Fathers ; to which I now proceed. 


SECT. VI.— WHETHER PATRISTICAL TRADITION IS THE GROUND 
UPON WHICH OUR BELIEF IN THE INSPIRATION OF SCRIP- 
TURE MUST BE FOUNDED. 


There remains for consideration the question, Upon 
what grounds the Fathers considered that belief in the 
inspiration of Scripture should rest. I have said, in a 
former page,! that they did not make Church-tradition the 
ground for belief in this doctrine; and I shall now en- 
deavour to show the truth of this, by citing various pas- 
sages from the works of some of the most eminent among 
them, in which the grounds for belief in this doctrine are 
pointed out ; and a very different view taken of the sub- 
ject, to that maintained by our opponents. 


Justin Martyr (fl. a. 140.) 


Let us observe, first, the ground upon which Justin 
Martyr makes his faith in Scripture as the word of God, to 
rest; and which he proposes to others, as a proper found- 
ation for their faith in it as such. 

In his Dialogue with Trypho and his companions, he 
gives an account of the mode of his conversion ; and at- 
tributes it to a conversation with an aged and venerable 
person, whom he had fallen in with in a solitary place, to 
which he had retired for the purpose of meditation. 
Giving the details of this conversation, he says that, when 
he put the question, how he might attain the knowledge 
of the truth, if not in philosophy, his venerable Christian 
instructor gave him this answer. “There were certain 
men, a long time since, more antient than all those called 
philosophers, blessed and just men, and lovers of God, 


! Vol. i, p. 468, 
VOL, II. 00 
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who spoke under the influence of the Divine Spirit, and 
prophesied of things that were to come, which things are 
now in the course of fulfilment; and men call them pro- 
phets. These alone saw and declared to men the truth, 
neither regarding with undue respect, nor dreading, any 
one, not overcome by the desire of glory, but speaking 
those things only which they heard and saw, being filled 
with the Holy Spirit. And their books still remain to the 
present time ; and he who reads and believes them, is very 
greatly improved in knowledge, respecting both the be- 
ginning and end of things, and whatever it behoves a philo- 
sopher to know. For they did not write in the way of de- 
monstration, as being placed above the necessity of any 
demonstration as faithful witnesses of the truth. And the 
things which have come to pass, and are now happening, 
compel men to believe the things spoken by them. And 
moreover they were worthy to be believed, on account of the 
miracles which they wrought; since they also glorified 
God, the Maker of the Universe, and Father of all, and 
preached Christ his Son, who was sent by him; which 
the false prophets, influenced by a spirit of error and im- 
purity, neither did nor do; but presume to work certain 
miracles to frighten men, and glorify spirits of error and 
devils. But pray that, above all things, the gates of light 
may be opened to thee. For these things are not seen 
nor understood by all, but only by him, to whom God 
and: his Christ grant the knowledge of them.”! “And 
[adds Justin] having considered with myself his words, I 


1 Byevovto Tives Tpo TOAAOY XPOVOY TOAYTWY TOUT@Y TwWY VoMLCoMEVeoD pirocopwv 
TAAGLOTEPOL, MaKuplor Kat Oikatol, Kut OeopiActs, Oeww mMvevmare AUANTAYTES, KaL TO, 
peAAovTa DeomLoavTEs, & On vuv ywerat’ Tpopntas de avTous Kadovatw* obror fovot 
To adndes Kat edov Kat ekerrov avOpwrois, nt evAaBneyTes pnte Svownnbevres 
Tiva, Wn HTTHWEvor Sokys, AAG Mova, TaYTM ELToVTES & NKOVTAY KaL & ELdOV, Gry 
TANPWOEVTES TYEUMATL’ CU'YYpapmwaTa Se GUTWY ETL Kat VuY Slamevel, Kat COT EvTU- 
XOVTA TOVTOLS TAELTTOY WHEANOHVaL Kat TEpL apXwY Kal TEpL TEAOUS, KaL wy xpn 
edevar TOY pirogopoy, TioTEVTAYTY ExeLvoLs. Ov yap meTa amodelkews mMemoLnVT UL 
TOTE TOUS AOYOUS, UTE UVWTEpH TUTTS amodeL~EwS OPTES akLomMLGTOL apTUpES THS 
adndeas* Tu Se amoBayTa kat amoBawvovra e-avarykater cut Wer Oau ToLs AcAGANME- 
vos 80 avTwy* Kat ToLye Kat dia Tas Suvapers Gs emeTEAOUY, TigTEVETOat SiKator 
noav' ered Kat TOV TOLNTHY Tw OAwY Ocov Kal TaTEpa edotagov, Kat Tov map’ avTouv 
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found that this is the only safe and profitable philosophy; 
and thus, in truth, through these things, I became a phi- 
losopher. And I could wish that all having brought 
themselves to the same state of mind, would not stand 
aloof from the words of the Saviour, for they have a certain 
majesty in themselves, and are sufficient to alarm those who 
turn from the right way ; and give most sweet peace to those 
who are conversant with them.”* 

It appears that Justin was more particularly directed 
by his instructor to the writings of the prophets, in order, 
no doubt, to afford him the evidence which the fulfilment 
of those prophecies gives to the truth of Christianity ; and 
that in them he clearly perceived the doctrine of Christ ; 
and this doctrine he afterwards exhibits to Trypho and his 
companions, by extracts from their writings. The excel- 
lence of the doctrine of the sacred writers, and the evi- 
dence afforded to it by the fulfilment of their predictions 
and their miracles, convinced him, when a heathen, of the 
divine origin of the revelations, both of the Old and New 
‘Testaments ; and by showing Trypho and his companions 
the true meaning of the prophetical writings, and the doc- 
trine of Christ, as contained in them, he hoped to bring 
them to the belief of the New. 

And further on, in reply to an objection of Trypho, that 
he had suffered himself to be misled, he says, “I will 
show, if you will stay with me, that we have not believed 
empty fables, nor words incapable of demonstration, but 


Xpiorov viov avTou KarnyyeAAov" rep of umo Tov mAavou Kat aKkabaotou myev- 
Moros eumimAapevor PevdorpopyTat OVTE ETOLNTAY, OUTE TOLOVTLY, aAAG Suvawels 
TWas Eevepyely els KaTaMANELW TwY avOpwrwy TOAMMOL, Kal TA THS TAGYNS TYEU- 
para Kut datuovia, SotodAoyoucwv. Evxov de co. mpo mavtayv pwros avorxOnyat 
TvAaS* ov Yap ov¥OTTG, oVdE CUVYONTA Tac EoTLY, EL UN TW Ocos Bw cUYLEVaL Kat 
6 Xpioros avtov. Just. Marr. Dial. cum Tryph. § 7. p. 109, (Ed. Col. 
pp. 224, 5.) ; 

1 AvadoySopevos TE Tpos EMavTOY TOVs AoYous avToOV, TuVTNY jMoVNY EebpLoKoY 
pirocopiay acparn TE Kat ovupopoy, obrws 5n Kat dia TavTa PiAccopos eyw. 
Bovaoiuny 8 ay kot mayTas tov euor Ovjrov Tovnoumevous, wn apiorac0at TwY Tov 
Swrnpos Aoywr, deos yap Tt exovow ev Eavrors, ko ixavor Svowmnoat Tous EKxTpe- 
momevous TNS opOys bdov, avamavols TE HOLoTN "ywWEToL TOIS EKMEAETWOLY avTOUS, 


Ip. ib. § 8. p. 109, (Ed. Col, p. 225.) 
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such as are full of a divine spirit, and overflowing with 
power, and flourishing with grace.”! Here, then, he dis- 
tinctly makes the internal excellence of the doctrine of the 
New Testament, the ground for our belief that it is a 
divine doctrine; and that, consequently, they who first 
delivered it, were divinely inspired. 

Again, in his “ Exhortation to the Greeks,” he adopts 
the same line of argument. For having shown them, on 
various grounds, how little their philosophers were to be 
trusted, and particularly from their all differing one from 
another, he points out to them the harmony which there 
is in the writings of our teachers, who, he says, “ having 
received the truth from God, taught it us without dis- 
puting with one another, and separating into parties. For 
it was not possible for men to know such great and divine 
things by nature, or human meditation, but by a gift, which 
came down at that time from abave upon holy men.”® 

And further on, tracing the doctrines of the Christian 
faith, as in his Dialogue with Trypho, in the writings of 
the Old Testament, he says,—“ But if any one of those . 
accustomed hastily to oppose us, should affirm that these 
books belong not to us, but to the Jews, because they are 
still preserved in their synagogues, and should say that 
we assert in vain that we have learnt our religion from 
them, let him know from the things written in those 
books, that the doctrine derived from them concerns not 
them, but us. And that the books which relate to 
our religion are yet preserved among the Jews, is the 
work of a divine providence in our behalf. For that we 
may not, by producing them from the Church, afford a 
pretext to those who are desirous of bearing witness 
against us, for accusing us of fraud, we think it best to 


1 Tapeotwrt yup dekw, dtt ov Kevous emioTrevcapey pvOo1s, ovde avazoderKrots 
Aoyots, aAAGa peoTos Tveuparos Oerov Kar Suvaper Bpvovor, Kut TEANAOGL Xupite. 
Ib. ib. § 9. p. 110. (Ed. Col. p. 226.) 

2 Apidovetkws Kal acraciacTws THY Tapa Oeou Sekapevous yywow, Kat TavTHY 
d.dackovTas jjmas* ovTe yap puget, ovte avOpwmivn evvoia obTw meyada Kat OeLa 
ywookey avOpwrots Suvaroy, aAAa TH avwOEev emt Tos Grylovs avdpas THYIKUYTO 
Kare Bovon Swpea, In. Ad Grec. Cohort. § 8. pp. 12, 13. (Ed, Col. p. 9.) 

6: 
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produce them from the synagogue of the Jews, that it 
may appear, from the very books yet preserved among 
them, that the precepts relating to doctrine, written by 
those holy men, clearly and manifestly belong to us.” 
So that, as it respects the Old Testament, he prefers the 
testimony of the Jews to that of the Christian Church, 
a testimony which we have to this day; and from the Old 
Testament we may, as it appeared to him, derive sufi- 
cient testimony for the divine origin of the doctrines of 
the New. 

In both his Apologies, moreover, he follows the same 
course; placing his proof of the divine origin of the doc- 
trines he was defending, either upon the internal testi- 
mony derived from their intrinsic excellence,? or upon 
such proofs as the fulfilment of the prophecies, both of the 
Old and New Testament.* 

And lastly, in his Oration to the Greeks, having apos- 
trophised “the divine word” as “ the putter to flight of 
evil passions, the doctrine that extinguishes the fire of the 
soul, &e.”* he adds, “ Come and be instructed; be as I 
am, for I was as ye are; These things persuaded me, 
namely, the divinity of the doctrine, and the power of the 
word.”® 


1 Ex be Tis PaoKkor Twy mpoxelpws ayTireye eOiouevar, wn ity Tas BiBAouvs 
TUUTUS, UAAG Tovdalols mpoonkel, Oia TO ETL Kal YUY EV Tals GUVAYywyals avTwY 
owlerOal, Ko parny juas ek TovTwy dackew Thy OcoceBeray peuabnevat Acyor, 
wore ar avTov Tov ev Tals BiBAots yeypaupmevey, TL Ovk avTOLS GAAa TL 7 
ex TouvTwy diabeper SidacKuALa To de mapa Ilovdatois ETL KaL VUY Tas TH HMETEPA 
GcoreBera Siapepovoas cwlecba BiBAous, Oeras mpovoius epyov bmep Huwy yeyover® 
iva yap wn ek TNS EKKAHTLAS mMpoKomiCovTeEs, Mopac padiovpryvas Tots BovAoMEvoLs 
Brachnpew jas rapacxamer, uo THs Twy lovdalwy ouvarywyns TavTas attoumey 
mpokouiCer Ou, iva am avtev Twy ert Tap avTos cwlowevov BiBAiwv, ds Huw Ta 
mpos didackadtay bro Tw Gyiov aydpay ypupevTa, Sikaia Tapws Kal Pavepws mpuo~ 
net, payvn. Ip. ib, § 13. p. 17. (Ed. Col. p. 14.) 

? See Apol. 1. §§ 14—17. pp. 51—54. (Ed. Col. Apol. 2. pp. 61—64.) 

3 See Apol. 1. § 12. p. 50. and §§ 30—33. pp. 61—64. (Ed. Col. Apol. 2. 
p- 60 and pp. 72—74.) 

4 “O Oeios Aoyos . . . . w ma0wy Bewwy puyadevrnpiov, w mupos euuxou oBeo~ 
Tikoy didackaAtoy, K.T-A. In. Orat. ad Gree. § ult. pp. 4, 5. 

5 BAdere, maidevOnre’ yeverde ws eyw' dTt Kayw nuny ws jueis. Tavta me etre, 
To TE THS WaLderas evOeov, Kat. TO TOV AO'You Suvaroy. Ip. ib. p. 5. 
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From these statements, therefore, it is evident that the 
ground upon which Justin Martyr’s faith rested, that the 
Bible was the Word of God, was the internal testimony 
it contains to its having emanated from a Divine source. 

Nor let it be supposed that his mode of reasoning was 
suitable only to the Jews or heathen, whom he was ad- 
dressing. For, as it respects this point, viz., the question 
whether the Bible is the Word of God, all men are simi- 
larly cireumstanced. If there are any serious doubts on 
this point, such doubts cannot be removed by any human 
authority. He who has such doubts, is for the moment, 
as far as that point is concerned, precisely in the same 
situation with any other unbeliever. Human testimony 
may be available, as giving evidence more or less credible 
to facts connected with the authorship and preservation of 
the books of Scripture ; but here, so far from depending 
upon the testimony of the Church alone, we have several 
other sources of information, and those less open to sus- 
picion. 

We have no reason to suppose, then, that Justin Mar- 
tyr would have adopted any other mode of reasoning, had 
he been addressing the professing Christian Church on 
this subject ; for the ground or evidence upon which the 
faith of men in Scripture, as the Word of God, rests, 
must be the same with all. 

At any rate that which is a sufficient proof of the Serip- 
ture being the Word of God to the Jews and heathen, 
must be a sufficient proof to all others; so that we have 
no need to receive the doctrine of the inspiration of Scrip- 
ture upon the testimony of tradition. 


THEOPHILUS oF AntiocH (fl. a. 168.) 


I proceed to Theophilus of Antioch, who says to Auto- 
lycus, “ Be not, therefore, incredulous, but believe. For 
I also did not believe that this should be; but now 
having considered these things, I believe; having fallen 
in with the sacred writings of the holy Prophets, who 
also foretold, by the divine Spirit, the things which have 
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happened in the manner in which they happened ; and 
the things that are now taking place, as they are taking 
place ; and the things that are to come, in what way they 
will be fulfilled. Therefore, having received a proof from 
those things happening which were foretold, I am not in- 
credulous, but, in obedience to God, believe.”* 


Tatian (fl. a. 172.) 


Proceeding to Tatian, let us observe in the following 
passage the grounds upon which his faith in the Scrip- 
tures rested. Having become dissatisfied, he tells us, 
with the heathen mythology, “ I sought to know in what 
way I could find the truth. And while I was considering 
the things worthy of attention, it happened that I read 
certain foreign writings, more antient than the writings 
of the Greeks as it regards the doctrine of the Greeks, 
and more divine as it regards their errors. And it turned 
out that I was brought to believe them, both on account 
of the simplicity of the style, and the freedom from artifice 
in the authors, and the plain account given of the creation 
of the universe, and their foreknowledge of things to come, 
and the magnitude of their promises, and the majesty of all 
which they have written. And my soul having thus be- 
come taught by God, I understood,” &e. * 

The faith of Tatian, therefore, was grounded upon the 


1 My ouv amioret, aAAG@ mioteve. Kat yap eyw nmiorouv TOVTO evecOat, aAAG 
YUY KATAVONTAS GUTA TITTEVH, GMO, Ka ETITUXwY LEepats ypapals TWY GyLwY mpo- 
OnTe@y, ot Kat Tpoermoy Sia mvevuros Ocov TA MpoyeyovoTa, & TpoTw yervyove, Kat 
TA EVEOTWTA TIVL TPOTW YIVET&L, Kal TA EmEepXoueva ToL Tater amapTicOnoeTat’ 
omodekw ovy AaBov Tov YWomevav Kat MpocavamepwryniLevwY, OU amLoTw' GAG 
moreva Tebapxwv Oew, TxopH. Ant. Ad Autol. lib, i. § ult. p. 346. (Ed. 
Col. p. 78.) 

2 Efnrouy, btw tpomw Tadndes ekevpew Suvopat. TWeowoouyri Se sor Ta omov- 
Sata, cvveBn ypapaus Tiaw evruxev BapBapicuas, mpecButepais ey &S mpos Ta 
‘EAAnvey SoypHara, Oetorepais de &s mpos THY exe TAaYNY’ Kal Mot Te- 
Onvea TavTas cwvERn Oia TE TOV AEckEwY TO aTUPOY KaL TwWY ELMOVT@Y TO averIT]- 
OevTov, Kal TNS Tov TayTOS ToLnTEwWS TO EVKATUANTTOV, KAL THY LEAAOVTWY TO TpO- 
YwoTIKOY, Kal TwY TaparyyeAMarev To ekaictov, Kor TwY bAwY TO provaapxikoy. 
codidarcrov de pov yevouerns THs Wuxns, cuvnka, ott, kK. T. A. TATIANI 
Contra Gree. orat. § 29. pp. 267, 8. Ed. Bened. (p. 165. ed. Colon. 1686.) 
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internal evidence which Scripture itself contains to its 
divine origin. 


TERTULLIAN (fl. a. 192.) 


To the same effect speaks Tertullian. ‘“ We prove,” 
he says, “the Scriptures to be divine, if there is any 
doubt as to their antiquity.” And how does he proceed 
to do this?’ From their own testimony. “ Neither,” he 
adds, “is this to be learnt with difficulty, or from any 
external teacher. The things that will teach us this truth 
are before our eyes. The world, the age, events. What- 
ever is done was foretold. Whatever is seen was there 
heard. That the earth swallows up cities, that the sea 
causes islands to disappear, &c. [adding various other 
events] all these are written beforehand. While we 
suffer these things, they are being read to us; while we 
recognize these events, their truth is proved. The cor- 
rectness of the prophecy is, I think, a sufficient proof of its 
divine origin. Hence, therefore, our belief of things 
future is safe, as of things already proved, inasmuch as they 
were foretold with those things the truth of which is 
daily proved. The same words sound in our ears, the 
same writings make them known, the same Spirit moves 
in them... . How offend we, I pray you, when we 
believe also the future, who have already by two succes- 
sive proofs learnt to believe them?” ! 


1 Divinas [i.e. “ Scripturas”] probamus, si dubitatur antiquas. Nec hoc 
tardius aut aliunde discendum. Coram sunt que docebunt, mundus et secu- 
lum et exitus. Quicquid agitur, prenunciabatur. Quicquid videtur, audie- 
batur. Quod terra vorant urbes, quod insulas maria fraudant, quod externa 
atque interna bella dilaniant, quod regnis regna compulsant, quod fames et 
‘lues et locales queeque clades et frequentia pleraque montium vastant, quod 
humiles sublimitate, sublimes humilitate mutantur, quod justitia rarescit et 
iniquitas increbescit, bonarum omnium disciplinarum cura torpescit, quod 
etiam officia temporum et elementorum munia exorbitant, quod et monstris 
et portentis naturalium forma turbatur, providenter scripta sunt. Dum pati- 
mur, leguntur; dum recognoscimus, probantur. Idoneum, opinor, testimo- 
nium divinitatis veritas divinationis. Hine igitur apud nos futurorum quoque 
fides tuta est, jam scilicet probatorum; quia cum illis, que quotidie proban- 
tur, predicebantur. Eadem voces sonant, eedem liters notant, idem spiritus 
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Such, then, is the character of the arguments to which 
Tertullian would have recourse in proving the divine 
origin of the Scriptures. 


Crement oF ALExAnpRIA (fl. a. 192.) 


Our next witness shall be Clement of Alexandria, who 
not only does not offer anything to support the views of 
our opponents, though his subject would inevitably have 
led him to do so in several places, had he entertained 
them, but everywhere proposes, as the grounds of our 
faith in Scripture as the word of God, either the internal 
testimony afforded by the excellence of its doctrines and 
precepts, or the external testimony afforded by the fulfil- 
ment of prophecy, and the miracles of Christ and his fol- 
lowers, and the wonderful success of the Christian reli- 
gion in the face of all opposition. 

Thus, in his Admonition to the Gentiles, the whole of 
his argument is directed to the proof of the excellence of 
that religion laid down in the Scriptures, that the Holy 
Scriptures (according to a passage already quoted) are 
truly holy, for they make men holy, and even divine. 
We want, then, nothing more, if this argument is good; 
for that which proves the religion revealed in the Serip- 
tures to be divine, proves all which we want a proof of. 
Are our opponents ready to give up this argument as not 
sufficiently forcible? If so, they are ready to yield the 
best bulwark of Christianity, and they will find that 
ecclesiastical testimony which they would substitute in its 
place but a broken reed. The testimony of the Church, 
indeed, is one which, if it be not obtruded upon men as 
having a degree of authority to which it has no claim, 
will always be received with respect, and be allowed its 


pulsat. Unum tempus est divinationi, futura prefandi. Apud homines, si 
forte, distinguitur dum expungitur: dum ex futuro presens, dehinc ex pre- 
senti preteritum deputatur. Quid delinquimus, oro vos, futura quoque cre- 
dentes, qui jam didicimus illis per duos gradus credere? TrrruLL. Apologet- 
~ ¢. 20. ed. 1664. p. 18. 
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due weight in the decision of so important a question ; 
but it is a testimony which, from its very nature, can 
only occupy a secondary place. . 

So, also, in his Stromata, we find not the least reference 
to the testimony of the Church respecting the Scriptures, 
as proving their divine origin, but only appeals either to 
the internal testimony borne by their excellence to their 
own character, or to the external testimonies we have 
mentioned to the divinity of their doctrine. Thus he 
says,— Inquiry is an endeavour to ascertain something, 
by finding out, through certain signs, the subject of 
inquiry ; but discovery is the end and cessation of inquiry, 
when it has arrived at comprehension, which is know- 
ledge . . . . And they say that a sign is that whieh goes 
before, or that which attends, or that which follows. Of 
the inquiry, therefore, respecting God, the discovery is, 
the doctrine delivered by the Son. But for a sign that 
that very Son of God is our Saviour, we have the prophe- 
cies that preceded his advent proclaiming him, and the 
testimonies concerning him that accompanied his birth 
among men, and also his mighty works preached and 
clearly manifested after his ascension. The evidence, 
therefore, that the truth is with us, is that the Son of 
God taught it. For if in every question these general 
principles are ascertained, the person and the thing, that 
which is really the truth is shown to be with us alone; 
since of the truth so manifested the person manifesting 
is the Son of God, but the thing manifested is the power 
of the faith, which rises superior to every one, whosoever 
he may be, that opposes it, nay even the whole world itself 
arrayed against it.” 1 


 Eorw Se 7 wey CntHots, dpun ext To KatadaBew, dia Twev onmeroy aveupto - 
Kovea To brokeimevov® 7 ebpects Se, wepas Kut avamavois EnTnocews ev KaTadnwer 
yevomevns’ Smep cot 7 yywoiss . . . . onsecov & evar pact To mponyouuevoy, 7 
owvuTapXoV, N Ewomevov" THS ToWY TEpt cov SyTnTEws ebpeois fev, H dia Tov 
viov didackaAa’ onmeoy Se Tov evar Tov Sornpa Tuwy avtoy exeivoy Tov vioy Tov 
Ocov, ai Te mponyoumevat THS Tapovotus avTov TpopyTEtat, TovToy KnpvoToVoUt’ 
ai Teouvurraptacal Tn YevNTEL avToV TH aLoOnTN Tept avTov papTupiar’ mpos Se 
Kal MeTa THY avadnWW KNpYTTOMEvaL TE Kat Eaves Servumevar Suyamels avTov* 
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And alluding again further on to these testimonies, as 
the evidences that the Christian faith came from God, he 
adds,—“ The word of our Master hath not remained in 
Judea only as philosophy in Greece, but has been dif- 
fused through the whole world . . . . and as to the Gre- 
cian philosophy, if any magistrate opposed it, it imme- 
diately perished ; but as to our doctrine, from the very 
period of its first promulgation it has been opposed by 
kings and emperors, and magistrates and generals, with 
all their mercenaries, and innumerable other men, who 
have made war against us, and done all they could to cut 
us off; but it flourishes the more ; for it perishes not, like 
a human doctrine, it languishes not, like a powerless gift, 
for no gift of God is powerless, but remains unimpeded, 
though under the prediction that it shall be persecuted 
unto the end.” 4 

These, and such only as these, are the considerations 
which are used by Clement as the grounds for faith in 
the revelations of Scripture as the word of God. He does 
not even allude to the testimony of the Church, but 
places the whole burthen of proof upon evidence altoge- 
ther distinct from and independent of that testimony ; 
for the miracles and wonderful propagation of Christianity 
to which he alludes may be abundantly proved from 
other sources. 


TEKUNPLOY apa Tov Tap nuly evat THY adnOeray, TO avTov didatou Toy vioy Tov Oeov" 
el yap Tepe may CnTnua Ka00ALKA TAUTO, EXpLOKETOL, MpOTwMOV TE KaL Tpayua, 7 
ovTws aryGera Tap’ Huw SeucvuTor movois’ eel Tpocwroy pmev THS DeiKYUMEYNS aAT- 
Oeias, 6 vios Tov Ocov' To mpayyua Se, 7 Suvapus THS MLoTEwWS,  KaL TayTOS ObTIWOS 
OUY EVAYTLOULLEVOU, KL avTOU ddoOU EVLOTUpEvoU TOV KoTMOU TAEovagovTa. CLEM. 
AuEx, Strom. lib. vi. p. 801 (or, 674.) 

1 ‘O be ye Tov Sidackadov Tov tuerepov Aoyos, ovk emelvey ev Iovdata porn, 
Kabamrep ev Tn “EAAGS: H piAocopia’ exvOn Se ava macau THY oLKOUMErNY . « + 
KaL THY MEV piAogopiay THY EAAnYLKHY cay 6 TUXwWY apKX@Y KWAVON, OLXETUL TO- 
paxpnua thy 8n [de] nuetepay didackar.ay ek TOTE GUY KaLTH TPWTY KaTayyerLa 
KwAvOUGYW b40v Bawirels, Kat TUpavVOL, KoL Of KUTU MEpOS aPXOYTES, KaL ‘TyEMoves 
peta Tay puc0opopwy amavtwv, mpos Se Kat Tw ameipwy avOpwrwy, KaTacTpa- 
TEVOMEVOL TE THUY Kat bon Suvaps ekKomTELy Teipwmevor 7 Se, Kat WAAAY ayOeL ov 
yop &s avOpwmwn amoOrvyncke didacKadrta, ovd’ &s acberns mapawera Swpea. 
ovdeuuia yop ucbevns Swpen Ocov' mever Se axwArutos, SiwXOnoeOat Eis TEAOS TMpo- 
gnrevdeicu. Ip. Strom. lib. vi. p. 827. (or, 697, 8.) 
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OricEn (fl. a. 230.) 


Let us proceed to Origen, who in the beginning of his 
fourth book “ On first principles,’ expressly treats on 
the grounds we have for believing the Scriptures to be 
divine; and throughout the whole of his remarks never 
once alludes to the testimony of the Church, as forming 
even one of those grounds. 

He first points out how different had been the recep- 
tion given by the world to the two great lawgivers of the 
Jews and Christians, Moses and Jesus Christ, to that 
which heathen philosophers had experienced, none of the 
latter having induced even one whole nation to live 
according to their precepts... He then proceeds to re- 
mark, that the success of Christianity in so short a time, 
and propagated by so few persons amidst the greatest 
opposition, was what he could not hesitate to call a work — 
beyond the power of man.? And this was predicted by 
Christ; and thus the fulfilment of his predictions shows 
that God truly incarnate had delivered to men the doc- 
trines of salvation.? He then adverts to the prophecies 
of the Old Testament, and their fulfilment in Christ, as a 
further evidence.t The next point he mentions is the 
journeying of the Apostles into the whole world, as a 
superhuman undertaking, the consequence of a divine 
command ; and that the way in which their new doctrine 
was listened to, and those who plotted against them were 
overcome by a divine power watching over them, might 
well make us believe that they worked miracles, and that 
God bare them witness by signs and wonders;5 where 


1 Origen. De princip. lib. iv. § 1. tom. i. pp. 156, 7. ed. Ben. 

2 Meifoy n kara avOpwrov To mparyyua evan Acyew ov SioTagouev. Ip. Ib. $2. 
euloufe 

3 “Ore Se exBeByre Ta peta TocavTys etovotas enpyueva, euaiver Oeoy adynOws 
evavOpamnouwvTa owrnpia doymata ros avOpwiots Tmapadedwxevat. Ip. Ib. 
i. 158. 

4 Ip. Ib. §§ 8—5. i. 158—161. 

5 Emotnoarw oe Tis kal 7) TwY amocTOAwY TaYTAaXOTE EmMOnWIA TwY bro TOU 
Ingov eml TO KOTAYYELAGL TO EvaryyeAlov TeUbbevTaY, Kat oveTat Kat TO TOAUNMa 
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we may observe how he places our belief in the fact of 
their having worked miracles, not upon mere human tes- 
timony, but upon the deductions of sense and reason from 
what was obvious. To which we may add, he remarks, 
that the advent of Christ threw a light upon the prophe- 
cies, which proved them to be from God. “ Nay,’ he 
says, “he who carefully and attentively reads the pro- 
phecies, feeling from the very perusal of them the foot- 
steps of inspiration, will, by the effect produced upon 
him, be convinced that what are esteemed to be the words 
of God are not the writings of men.”* And, lastly, he 
points to the effects of Scripture teaching on the minds 
of men, notwithstanding its simplicity, as another evi- 
dence of its divine origin.? 

And there he quits the subject, proceeding to say, that 
having thus briefly spoken to the question that the divine 
Scriptures are divinely inspired, it was necessary for him 
to pass on to the method of reading and understanding 
them.* 

And in the same way he refers, in his controversy with 
Celsus, to the fulfilment of the prophecies, as the ground 
ov Kato, avOpwmov, Kat To emiTaryua Oewv. Kut cay eketaocwmeyv mws avOpwrot 
Kawvov wabnuatwy akovoyTes Kat Eevwy AoYwV TpoonkayTo Tovs avOpas, viKknOevTes 
ev Tw Dede avTois emiBovAcvew tro TiVOS GeLas SuVApEews ETLTKOTOVENS aUTOUS, OVK 
AMLOTNOOMEV EL KUL TEPATTLA TETOINKAGLY, EmLLapTUpoLYTOS Tov W<coU ToS Aorvyots 
avTov, Kat dia onueiwy, Kar TepaTay, Kut TouKtAwy duvayewy, Ip, Ib. § 5. 
i. 161. 

1H Inoov emSnuia ... + €ls TOuMpaves NYUEV, GS oupayiw XapiT avarye- 
ypappeva. Ip. Ib. $6.1. 161, 2. 

2 ‘O be per’ empedeias Kul mpoooxns evTUYXavwY Tols mpopyTiKols Aoyots, 
Talov c& avTouv Tou avarylvwokelY LxVos evOovalLac MoU, bv ay maoxel, mec Onoerat, 
ov avOpwmay ewot cvyypaypara Tous memoTevpevous Ocov Aoyous. Ip, Ib. 
§ 6. i. 162. 

2 Et yap ai Kabnuatevmevon twy amodeitewy 801 mapa tois avOpwmrots evamo- 
Keyevon Tois BiBAtols Katioxvoay TwY avOpwrwY, ] TioTIS Huw EvAoyws av 
breAauBuvero ev copia, avOpwrwy, Kat ovk ev Svvamer Ocov. Nuy de Tw ewapoyre 
Tous opbarmous, aaes drt 6 AOYos Kat TO KNpvyMa Wapa TOLs TOAAOLS OV Ocduvnt au 
ev meiBols copias Aoryols, AAN ev amodeiter Tveuywuros wor Suvapews. Inv, Ib. 
§ 7. i, 163. 

4 Mera To ws ev emidpoun eipnievar mept Tov OcomvevaTous eivat Tas Peias ypa- 


pas, avaryouoy emeteAOew Tw TpoTw TNS avaryyacews Kat Vonoews avtov. Ip. Ib. 
§ 8. 1. 164, 
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upon which they were considered to be divinely inspired ; 
and that, therefore, Christians did not believe without 
having a reasonable foundation for their belief, as Celsus 
had objected to them.1 


Lacrantivs (fl. a. 303.) 


“Those who are ignorant of the truth,” says Lactan- 
tius, “ think that the prophets are not to be believed. 
For they say that their words are not divine, but human.” 
How, then, does he meet this, and in what way does he 
endeavour to lead these objectors to a recognition of the 
divine inspiration of Scripture? His words are these ;— 
“ But we daily see their prophecies fulfilled, and in the 
course of fulfilment; and the agreement in their pro- 
phecies shows that they were not mad. . . . . Were they, 
then, deceitful who uttered such things? What can be 
so completely alien to them as a design to deceive, when 
they restrain others from every kind of fraud? ..... 
Moreover, the desire to fabricate and lie belongs to those 
who seek wealth, who desire gain; which was far from 
being the case with those holy men. ... . Therefore, 
where the desire of gain was absent, there also the will 
and the reason for deception was absent.” * 

Such are the grounds upon which Lactantius places 
the proof of the divine inspiration of Scripture. 


Evsezius or Cmsarna (fl. a. 315.) 


Let us proceed to Eusebius of Cesarea, in whose works 


1 Ip, Contra Cels, lib. vi. § 10. i. 636, 7. 

2 At enim veritatis expertes non putant his [i. e. prophetis] esse creden- 
dum. Illas enim non divinas sed humanas voces fuisse aiunt..... Atqui 
{at quin P. ed.] impleta esse in plerisque [implerique Par. ed.] quotidie illo- 
rum vaticinia videmus; et in unam sententiam congruens divinatio docet non 
fuisse furiosos. . . . . Num ergo fallaces erant, qui talia loquebantur ? quid 
ab his tam longe alienun) quam ratio fallendi, cum ceteros ab omni fraude 
cohiberent? .... Preterea voluntas fingendi ac mentiendi eorum est qui 
opes appetunt qui Iucra desiderant ; que res procul ab illis sanctis yiris abfuit. 

. . . Ergo a quibus abfuit studium lucri, abfuit etiam voluntas et causa 


fallendi, &c. Lacranr. Instit. Lib. I. c. 4. (Cant. 1685. p. 9. Par. 1748. 
vol. 1. p. 13.) 
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entitled, “ The Evangelical Preparation,” and “ The 
Evangelical Demonstration,” the reader will find this 
matter fully discussed, but to which our present limits 
will only admit of this general reference. 

Moreover, as it respects the authority or grounds upon 
which we draw the line between the Apostolical books 
and those falsely pretending to an Apostolical origin, 
Eusebius refers us not exclusively to the testimony of 
ecclesiastical writers, but to the internal evidence. After 
having stated that they are not quoted by ecclesiastical 
writers, he adds, “ Moreover, the phraseology differs 
from that used by the Apostles. And the sentiments, as 
well as the object of those things which are delivered in 
them, differing very widely from the true orthodox faith, 
clearly show that they are the productions of heretics.” 1 

And further on, speaking of some books professing to 
contain the dialogues of Peter and Appion, he says, ** Of 
which there is no mention made by the antients; for 
they do not preserve the pure mark of Apostolical 
orthodoxy.” * 


Hitary oF Porcrisers (fl. a. 354.) 


Hilary of Poictiers, giving an account of the way in 
which he himself had been induced to accept Scripture as 
a divine revelation, thus writes ;—‘“ Therefore, while I 
was turning over in my mind these things, and many 
others of the same kind, I fell in with those books which 
the religion of the Hebrews declared to be written by 
Moses and by the prophets, in which, God himself, the 
Creator, testifying of himself, these things were thus con- 


1 Tloppw de wov kar 6 Tys ppacews mopa To 00s TO amocToALKOY EvadAAaTTEL 
XAPAKTNP’ ] TE YVOUN Kat 7) TWV EY UUTOLS PEpoEVaY TpoatpEerts, MAELOTOY dcOV 
Ts adndous opbodok.as amudovca, dt. dn aiperucwy avdpwy avamrhacmatra tTYvyxa- 
vel, cupws mapiornow. Kuss, Hist. Eccles, lib, ili, c.25. (Ed. Read. vol. i. 
p- 120.) 

2 ‘Oy ovd’ dAws wYNnYN TIS Tapa TOLS TaAcLoLs epeTat’ ovdEe ‘yap Kabapoy rns 
amorous opbodoéas amoowse: Tov Xapaxrypa, Ib. c. 38. (Ed. edd. vol. i. 
p. 135.) 
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tained, ‘I am that I am;’ and again, ‘ Thus shalt thou 
say unto the children of Israel, He that is, sent me unto 
you.’ I was at once struck with admiration at so perfect 
a description of God, which declared the incomprehen- 
sible knowledge of the divine nature in words most 
suitable to the human understanding. .... My mind, 
held by the desire of the truth, was delighted with these 
most pious notions respecting God. . . . . Therefore, my 
mind, full of these researches after the views and doc- 
trines of piety, rested as it were in a place of retirement, 
viewing afar off this most beautiful theory... .. But 
my mind was agitated, partly by its own fear, partly by 
that of the body. Which, when it firmly retained its 
views in a pious confession respecting God, and had 
become anxious and careful respecting itself and this its 
abode, about, as it supposed, to fall with itself, after 
becoming acquainted with the law and the prophets, it 
arrives at the knowledge also of that Evangelical and 
Apostolical doctrine, ‘In the beginning was the Word | 
&e.’ . . . . [and quoting other passages of Scripture, he 
adds] .... Here, now, my fearful and anxious mind 
found more hope than it expected..... Therefore my 
mind embraced joyfully this doctrine of the divine mys- 
tery. .. . . In this ease and consciousness of its security 
my mind, full of joyful hopes, had found rest,” &e.1 


' Hee igitur, multaque alia ejusmodi cum animo reputans incidi in cos 
libros quos a Mose atque a prophetis scriptos esse Hebreorum religio trade- 
bat ; in quibus ipso creatore Deo testante de se hee ita continebantur, ‘ Ego 
sum qui sum ;’ et rursum, ‘ Hee dices filiis Israel, misit me ad vos Is qui est.’ 
Admiratus sum plane tam absolutam de Deo significationem, que nature 
divine incomprehensibilem cognitionem aptissimo ad intelligentiam huma- 
nam sermone loqueretur..... His religiosissimis de Deo opinionibus veri 
studio detentus animus delectabatur..... His itaque pie opinionis atque 
doctrine studiis animus imbutus, in secessu quodam ac specula pulcherrime 
hujus sententize requiescebat .... Fatigabatur autem animus partim suo 
partim corporis metu. Qui cum et constantem sententiam suam pia de Deo 
professione retineret et sollicitam de se atque hoe occasuro secum, ut putabat, 
habitaculo suo curam recepisset, post cognitionem legis ac prophetarum istius- 
modi quoque doctrine evangelice atque apostolice instituta cognoscit ; ‘ In 
principio erat Verbum, &c.’ .. . . Hic jam mens trepida et anxia plus speci 
invenit quam exspectabat .... Hane itaque divini sacramenti doctrinam 
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To nothing, we see, does Hilary refer as having in- 
duced him to accept the doctrine of Scripture as divine, 
but the power of the internal evidence. 


AvcustTINE (fl. a. 396.) 


Our next witness is Augustine, who in his “ Confes- 
sions” thus states the motives that in his own ease led 
to a recognition of the divine inspiration of the Scrip- 
tures. 

“ Thou, O Lord,” he says, “ with thy most mild and 
merciful hand, by degrees settling and composing my 
mind, when I considered how many things I believed 
which I did not see, and was not present when they were 
done .... didst persuade me that not those who be- 
lieved thy books, which thou hast supported by such a 
weight of authority in almost all nations, were to be 
blamed, but those who did not believe them; and that 
those were not to be listened to who might say to me, Whence 
do you know that those books were supplied to mankind by 


Since we [mortals] were weak for the discovery of the 
truth by evident reason, and on this account there was 
need of the authority of the holy Scriptures, I had already 
begun to be convinced, that thou wouldst not at all have 
given so preeminent an authority to that Scripture through 
all lands, unless it had been thy will that through it 
thou shouldst be believed in, and through it thou shouldst 
be sought. For now, having heard many things in 
them shown to have the appearance of truth, I referred 
the [seeming] absurdity which used to offend me in those 
writings to the sublimity of the mysteries [of which they 
spoke]; and that authority appeared to me to be more 
venerable, and worthy of a more devoted faith, on ac- 
count of its being open to the perusal of all, and pre- 


mens lata suscepit. . . . In hoc ergo conscio securitatis sua otio mens spebus 
suis leta requieverat,”’ &c. Hm. Picr. De Trin. lib. 1. §§ 5—14. col. 
768—74. 
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serving the dignity of its mystery in a more profound 
meaning, while, by its plain words and simple style. of 
phraseology, it offers itself to all, and exercises the dili- 
gence of those who are not light minded.” ! 

And a little further on in the same work he says,—“ I 
will hear and understand how in the beginning thou 
didst make the heaven and the earth. Moses wrote 
this; he wrote it and departed,” and adding, that had he 
been present he would have asked him of the matter, he 
says, “ But whence should I know whether he spoke the 
truth? And if I knew this, should I know it from him? 
Truth within me . . . would say, He speaks the truth; 
and I, immediately assured, would say confidently to thy 
messenger, Thou speakest the truth.” * 

Such were the actings of Augustine’s own ind on 
this point, and I need hardly add that the testimony borne 
in a work of this kind is much more forcible as an index 
of the real views of Augustine than any statements in his 
controversial works. 


1 Tu, Domine, manu mitissima et misericordissima pertractans et com- 
ponens cor meum, consideranti quam innumerabilia crederem que non yide- 
rem, neque cum gererentur adfuissem .... persuasisti mihi non qui cre- 
derent libris tuis, quos tanta in omnibus fere gentibus auctoritate fundasti, 
sed quinon crederent esse culpandos, nec audiendos esse, si qui forte mihi 
dicerent, Unde scis illos libros unius veri et veracissimi Dei Spiritu esse 
humano generi ministratos ? .... Cum essemus infirmi ad inveniendam 
liquida ratione yeritatem, et ob hoe nobis opus essep auctoritate sanctarum 
litterarum, jam credere ceeperam nullo modo te fuisse tributurum tam excel- 
jentem illi Scripture per omnes jam terras auctoritatem, nisi et per ipsam 
tibi credi et per ipsam te queri voluisses. Jam enim absurditatem quae me 
in illis litteris solebat offendere, cum multa ex eis probabiliter exposita au- 
dissem, ad sacramentorum altitudinem referebam: eoque mihi illa venerabilior 
et gacrosancta fide dignior apparebat auctoritas, quo et omnibus ad legendum 
esset in promtu, et secreti sui dignitatem in intellectu profundiore servaret, 
verbis apertissimis et humillimo genere loquendi se cunctis prabens et exer- 
cens intentionem eorum qui non sunt leves corde. AvuGustin1 Confess. lib. 
vi.c. 5. tom. 1. col. 122, 123. ed. Ben. 

? Audiam et intelligam quomodo in principio fecisti celum et terram. 
Scripsit hoe Moyses, scripsit et abiit. . - Sed unde scirem an verum 
diceret ? Quod si et hoe scirem, num ab illo scirem? Intus utique mihi, 
intus in domicilio cogitationis. . . . . Veritas, sine oris et lingue organis, sine 
strepitu syllabarum diceret, Verum dicit. Et ego statim certus confidenter 
illi homini tuo dicerem, Verum dicis. Ip. Ib. lib. xi. c. 3. i. 197. 
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Moreover, as to the grounds upon which we rest the 
genuineness and incorrupt preservation of the books of 
Scripture, the following passage from his work against 
Faustus the Manichee, will clearly show us what was his 
view of the matter. “Ifyou ask of us,” he says, “how 
we know that these are the writings of the Apostles, we 
briefly answer you, that we know this just in the same 
way as you know that these are the writings of Mani- 
cheus ;”1 proceeding to say that as they would laugh ai 
any one who should deny “a thing confirmed by such a 
continued line of connexion and succession,’? as that 
their books were written by Manicheus; so they them- 
selves were to be laughed at if they questioned the ge- 
nuineness of the canonical Apostolicdl writings, “ an 
authority having such a foundation to rest upon, preserved 
and carried down by certain successions from the times of 
the Apostles, even to the present time.” § 

And he says elsewhere (in a passage already quoted), 
—<“ The integrity and a knowledge of the writings of any 
one bishop, however illustrious, could not be so preserved, 
as the canonical Scripture is preserved by the variety of the 
languages in which it is found, and by the order and suc- 
cession of its rehearsal in the Church ; against which 
nevertheless there have not been wanting those who have 
forged many things under the names of the Apostles. To 
no purpose indeed, because it was so in esteem, so constantly 
read, so well known.” 4 

From these passages, then, it is evident that Augustine 
rested the question of the genuineness of the Scriptures 
not upon any dictum of the Church conveyed down by 
succession from Apostolical teaching, nor upon the mere 
testimony of the Church, but upon grounds similar to that 

} Hic jam si queratis a nobis, nos unde sciamus Apostolorum esse istas 
litteras, breviter vobis respondemus, inde nos scire, unde et vos scitis illas lit- 
teras esse Manichei. Ip. Contra Faust. lib. xxxii. c. 21. 

2 Rem tanta connexionis et successionis serie confirmatam. Ip. Ib. 

3 Tam fundate auctoritati, a temporibus Apostolorum usque ad hee tem- 
pora certis successionibus custodite atque perducte. Ip. Ib. 
4 Ep. ad. Vincent. Rogat. ep, 93. ii. 246, 7. See vol. i. pp. 200, 201. 
PP2 
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on which the genuineness of other books rests, though 
justly considering that those grounds were vastly more 
full and forcible in the former than in the latter case. 

Nay, he draws a distinction between the canonical 
books themselves on account of the difference in the 
amount of the external testimony to them. “In the 
canonical Scriptures,” he says, “let him follow the 
authority of as many Catholic Churches as possible, 
among which let those without fail be included which 
have deserved to have Apostolical Chairs and to receive 
Apostolical Epistles. Therefore he will observe this 
method in the canonical Scriptures, that he must prefer 
those which are received by all Catholic Churches to those 
which some do not receive ; but in the case of those 
which are not received by all, let him prefer those which 
the greater number and the worthier receive, to those 
which the fewer Churches and those of less authority 
hold. But if he shall have found that some are maintained 
by the greater number, and others by those of more 
weight, although he cannot easily find this, I think, 
nevertheless, that such are to be esteemed of equal autho- 
rity.” 1 

On the statements in this passage I offer no opinion, as 
that would be irrelevant to our present subject, but one 
thing it certainly proves, namely, the wide difference be- 
tween the views of Augustine on the question, and those 
of the Romanists and the Tractators. 

We may also remark, both from this and other pas- 
sages, that Augustine often uses the word “authority,” 
not in the sense of something absolutely and of itself 
binding those on whom it acts, but rather in the sense of 


' In canonicis autem Scripturis Heclesiarum Catholicarum quamplurium 
auctoritatem sequatur, inter quas sane illz sint, que Apostolicas Sedes habere 
et Epistolas accipere meruerunt. Tenebit igitur hunc modum in Scripturis 
canonicis, ut eas que ab omnibus accipiuntur Ecclesiis catholicis, preeponat eis 
quas queedam non accipiunt: in eis vero que non accipiuntur ab omnibus, pre- 
ponat eas quas plures gravioresque accipiunt, eis quas pauciores minorisque auc- 
toritatis Ecclesie tenent. Si autem alias inyenerit a pluribus, alias a gravioribus 
haberi, quamquam hoe facile invenire non possit, equalis tamen auctoritatis 
eas habendas puto. Ip. De doctr, Christ. lib. ii. c. 8. iii. Part. 1. col. 23, 
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a testimony, having a degree of weight proportioned to 
the character and power of him who bears it. 

And this leads me to notice the famous passage so fre- 
quently objected to our views from Augustine. Writing 
against the Manichees, he says, “ But I would not believe 
the Gospel, if the authority of the Catholic Church did 
not move me to do so.” ! 

But that “the authority of the Catholic Church” was 
not the sole motive that induced him to believe the Gospel, 
is evident from what we have already quoted above from 
his Confessions ; nor does the passage imply as much, but 
only that “the authority of the Catholic Church” was 
one necessary ground upon which his belief rested ; and 
that that “authority” was not absolute in his view, is evi- 
dent, not only from other passages, but from the words 
that precede, where, after enumerating the motives which 
‘induced him to prefer the Catholic Church, and remark- 
ing that none of these were to be found with the Manichees, 
but only the promise of the truth, he adds,—* which indeed, 
if it is so manifestly exhibited as not to be doubtful, is to 
be preferred to all those things by which I am retained in 
the Catholic Church.” * 

This passage, therefore, if explained so as to be consis- 
tent with Augustine’s own statements elsewhere, means 
no more than that the witness of the Church to the Scrip- 
tures is an important and necessary part of the grounds 
upon which we believe the Scriptures. And if the con- 
struction of the argument seems to imply more, it is an 
inconsistency in which we must judge of Augustine’s real 
sentiments by the general tenor of his statements, rather 
than by a casual argument in a controversial work, and an 
argument which, if I mistake not, savours more of the in- 
genuity of the sophist than the simplicity and force of 
truth.$ 


1 Ego vero Eyangelio non crederem, nisi me Catholic Ecclesia commo- 
yeret auctoritas. Ip. Contra Ep. Man. quam voc. Fundam. e. 5. vill. 154. 
2 Ip. ib. c. 4. vill. 153. See the passage, p. 432 above. 
See Laud’s Conf. with Fisher, § 16+ n. 20. p. 52. and § 19. n. 2. pp. 81, 2. 
d. 1686. and Stillingfleet’s Vindication of the Answer to some late papers, 
p. 47, 8 ed. 1687, 
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Curysostom (fl. a. 398.) 


Many other testimonies in favour of our views might 
be added from other writers, but, not to multiply them 
unnecessarily, we conclude with Chrysostom, who, in his 
first homily on Matthew, refers to the internal evidence 
of the Gospels, as showing the fidelity of the writers,’ and 
also that they were assisted by the Spirit of God,* and to 
the influence and success of their writings in the world 
at large, as showing that a Divine power accompanied 
them.° 

We have thus endeavoured to set before the reader the 
sentiments of the principal early Fathers on all the five 
points in which the views of our opponents, upon this 
question of the Divine Rule of faith and practice, may be 
summed up; and, without detaining him by any further 
observations on them, leave it to his judgment to determine 
whether their suffrages are with the Tractators, or with us. 

We pass on to the consideration of the doctrine of the 
Church of England, and her principal divines, on this 
question; and hope, notwithstanding the representations 
of the Tractators, clearly to show that, with respect to 
these, there can be, if possible, even less doubt of their 
agreement with us, and repudiation of the doctrines we 
are here opposing, than in the case of those whose views 
we have been considering. 

1 Curys. In Matt. hom. 1. § 2. tom, vii. p. 5. C. p. 6. A, B. 


2ylpael basi avila oA 
Thay Woy pe sinatignth (Gn, Oh Na 18}, 
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CHAPTER XI. 


THE DOCTRINE OF THE CHURCH OF ENGLAND, AND HER 
PRINCIPAL DIVINES, ON THE SUBJECT OF THIS WORK. 


Tue doctrine of the Tractators on the subject of “ tra- 
dition,” has been very confidently put forth by them as 
the doctrine of the Church of England; and an attempt 
has been made by Mr. Keble in particular to prove this 
to be the case, by a series of extracts from the works of 
Anglican divines. 

Now, it cannot fail to strike the reader as very re- 
markable that, if the doctrine of the Church of England 
on this subject is, as we are now told, the same as that of 
the Church of Rome, our divines should have troubled 

- themselves to write, as undeniably they have written, 
against the Romish doctrine of tradition and the Rule of 
Faith. If the question between us and Rome on this 
subject had been (as Dr. Pusey tells us) “purely histo- 
rical,” + relating to the genuineness of certain particular 
traditions, to this question would the dissertations and re- 
marks of our divines have been limited. There is, there- 
fore, a prima facie case against such a notion of the 
strongest kind. And I will venture to add, and will now 
endeavour to prove, that the further the inquiry be ex- 
tended, the more complete and overwhelming will be the 
evidence against their having entertained such views. 


1 See vol.i, p. 38. 
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The extracts given by Mr. Keble in support of the 
system under consideration, are to be found in No. 78 of 
the Tracts for the Times, entitled, “ Testimony of writers 
in the later English Church, to the duty of maintaining, 
quod semper, quod ubique, yuod ab omnibus traditum est, ’-— 
a copy of which is subjoined to his Sermon on Tradition, 
and the following remarks made respecting it; “ He [i. e. 
Mr. Keble] is principally anxious to remove any impres- 
sion which may exist of his wishing to recommend a new 
theory, or rule of faith, devised for present occasions, by 
any particular school of divines, now or at any former 
time. On the contrary, he is persuaded that what he is 
endeavouring to inculcate, is no other than the very rule 
of the Church of England, as distinguished on the one 
hand from Romish usurpation, on the other from ration- 
alistic licentiousness. And in support of this persuasion, 
he appeals to the collection of authorities concerning Tra- 
dition, from the standard English divines, under the title 
of Catena Patrum, which is subjoined to this reprint of 
the sermon, by permission of the editor of the Tracts for 
the Times. If he err in his estimate of the spirit of the 
English Church, it will appear, he trusts, by those pa- 
pers, that at least his error was not of his own invention— 
that he has both high and ancient authority for it.” (p. 68.) 

And in the introductory observations in this Tract, we 
are told that the extracts were intended “to show that 
the succession of our standard divines ever since their [the 
reformers’| times, understood them to hold that view of 
doctrine which it has been the endeavour of these Tracts - 
[Tracts for the Times] to recommend ; and that no other 
can be taken, without contradicting both that illustrious 
succession itself, and its judgment concerning the reformers.” 

These remarks, be it observed, are made of those very 
men, of whom Mr. Newman now tells us that, in the service 
of the Eucharist, they “ mutilated the tradition of 1,500 
years,”! that the Articles are “the offspring of an un- 


' Letter to Faussett. 
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catholic age,”! that “it is Notorious that the Articles 
were drawn up by Protestants, and intended for the es- 
tablishment of Protestantism,’? the word Protestantism 
being used to describe those views in our Church, which 
the Tractators oppose, their interpretation of the Articles 
being admitted to be “ Anti-Protestant,”? and “not that 
which their authors took themselves ;’* and of whom Mr. 
Keble himself tells us elsewhere that, in the revision of 
the liturgy, they gave up altogether the ecclesiastical tra- 
dition “regarding certain very material points in the ce- 
lebration, if not in the doctrine, of the holy Eucharist ;” 
and “must have felt themselves precluded ever after from 
urging the necessity of episcopacy, or of anything else, on 
the ground of uniform Church-tradition.” © 

Such are the astounding self-contradictions of the Trac- 
tators. 

“The doctrine maintained,” says the Tract, is, that 
“Catholic tradition teaches revealed truth, Scripture proves 
it; Scripture is the document of faith, tradition the wit- 
ness of it; THE TRUE CREED IS THE CATHOLIC INTERPRE- 
TATION OF SoriptuRE, or Scripturally-proved tradition ; 
Scripture, by itself, teaches mediately, and proves deci- 
sively; tradition, by itself, proves negatively, and teaches 
positively ; ScripTURE AND TRADITION, TAKEN TOGETHER, 
ARE THE JOINT RULE OF FAITH.” (Tract 78. p. 2.) , 

These extracts, therefore, are put forth by Mr. Keble, 
and the Editor of the “ Tracts for the Times,” as proving 
that the divines, whom they have quoted, maintained 
their views of the doctrine of tradition. 

The documents and authors quoted in this Tract, are as 
follow. 

1. Jewell. 2. Convocation of 1571. 3. The Queen’s 
Council of 1582. 4. Bilson. 5. Hooker. 6. Convocation 
of 1603. 7. Overall. 8. Morton. 9; Field. 10. White, (F.) 
11. Hall. 12. Laud. 13. Montague. 14. Jackson. 15. 
Mede. 16. Usher. 17, Bramhall. 18. Sanderson. 19. 


+ ! Tract. 90. p. 4. 2 Tb. p. 80. > Ib. 
4 Tb. p. 81. > Pref, to Hooker, p, Lxii, ° Ib. 
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Cosin. 20. Hammond. 21. Thorndike. 22. Taylor. 23. 
Heylin. 24. Commissioners of 1662. 25. Pearson. 26. 
Barrow. 27. Bull. 28. Stillingfleet. 29. Ken. 30. Beve- 
ridge. 31. Patrick. 32. Sharp. 33. Potter. 34. Grabe. 
35. Brett. 36. Hicks. 37. Collier. 38. Leslie. 39. Water- 
land. 40. Bingham. 41. Jebb. 42. Van Mildert. 

These form Mr. Keble’s “ illustrious cloud of witnesses 
for primitive tradition,” as part of the rule of faith in the 
Church of England ; and upon these authorities I, for my 
part, am quite willing to let the decision of the question 
rest. Mr. Keble shall have the full benefit of his own 
choice of authorities; and if he can prove that the wit- 
nesses whom he has cited support, as a body, his views of 
the subject, I will willingly allow that I have. greatly 
misconceived the views of our Church upon this important 
question. I say not, indeed, that all the views of Arch- 
bishop Laud, and such as agreed with him, are to be held 
to be the views of the Church of England ; still less that the 
statements of such divinesas the nonjurors Brett and Hicks, 
a small and extreme section of a small party in our Church, 
(but who are now most extraordinarily put forward as the 
best witnesses of the doctrines of that Church,) are to be 
taken as our guide; but this I am quite willing to allow, 
that if the witnesses adduced by Mr. Keble on this sub- 
ject could be shown generally, and as a body, to have 
supported his views, this would go far to prove that they 
were the views of the Church of England. 

I will content myself, therefore, with Mr. Keble’s own 
witnesses, but not with his examination of them. The 
principle upon which he proceeds seems to be, that every 
one who asserts that respect is due to antiquity, supports 
his system ; and consequently he has obtained, without the 
least difficulty, a number of passages from various authors, 
all, as he tells us, defending his views. I will, therefore, 
venture to propose a little friendly cross-examination to 
these witnesses on the particular points which make up 
his system. In other words, in reply to extracts, contain- 
ing, for the most part, merely general and indefinite tes- 
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timonies of respect to the writings of the primitive Church, 
(which all agree more or less to be due to them,) I will 
endeavour to set before the reader, clearly and fully, the 
real views of these authors upon the points in question. 

To follow Mr. Keble through the whole list, is neither 
necessary nor practicable within any reasonable limits ; 
unless, indeed, we could be satisfied. with following the 
example of the “ Catena” in giving a passage containing 
merely some general remarks, capable, when standing 
alone, of being understood in any way in which a partial 
reader might choose to interpret them. Our purpose, 
however, is altogether different. It is to give a full and 
correct representation of the views of those to whom we 
appeal, by passages directly bearing upon the particular 
points in question, and by a full exhibition of their state- 
ments upon those points. It is obvious that to do this 
with all to whom Mr. Keble has referred, would require 
a volume of itself; and that if a fair selection be made 
from the witnesses adduced, and their views be fully in- 
quired into, the result of such an examination will suffice 
to show the real state of the case. 

Two thirds at least of the authorities quoted by Mr. 
Keble, attribute no more value to the testimony of patris- 
tical tradition, than what we have freely granted to it; 
and of the rest hardly any, perhaps none, go further than 
to use those words of respect towards it, which may or 
may not imply that they held that testimony to have au- 
thority in the strict sense of the word ; and which, in the 
case of many of them, certainly were not intended to im- 
ply it; because the writers have elsewhere disclaimed such 
a notion. 

It is not, however, a point which we need feel at all so- 
licitous to prove, that no one, in our communion, has ever 
broached similar sentiments to those maintained in the 
system under review, (though I should find it difficult to 
mention one who ever adopted the system of the Trac- 
tators as a whole,) and therefore, without being anxious 
to deny that some few of those mentioned in the Ca- 
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tena, such as Brett, Hicks, &c. may have maintained the 
views we are here opposing, I am satisfied with showing 
that it is one altogether opposed to the views advocated 
in the authorized documents of the Church of England, 
and by the great body of her Divines.1 

Of the Extracts in the Catena, the 2nd and 6th are 
taken from the public documents of the Church of Eng- 
land ; and the 3rd and 24th from documents with which 
her name is connected. I will first, then, investigate the 
testimony borne by the Church of England herself on such 
points, in her public and authorized documents, noticing 
in that inquiry the four extracts given by Mr. Keble, to 
which we have just alluded; and will then proceed to 
call in the following twelve from among Mr. Keble’s wit- 
nesses; and I think the selection will be allowed to be 
fairly made, and to include the élite of his Catena. 

1. Jewell. 2. Hooker. 3. Morton. 4. Hall. 5. Laud. 
6. Jackson. 7. Usher. 8. Taylor. 9. Stillingfleet. 10. Pa- 
trick. 11. Waterland. 12. Van Mildert. 


Tae Cuurcyu oF EnGtanp 
(Speaking in her authorized documents.) 


This is, of course, beyond all comparison the most im- 
portant witness; and from all the various documents of 
authority setting forth, directly or indirectly, the doctrine 
of our Church, Mr. Keble can find nothing to quote in 
support of his views, but a canon passed in the Convoca- 
tion of 1571, and one passed in that of 1603. 

The canons of 1571 having never received the royal 
confirmation, were never put in force, and are of no au- 
thority ;* but are, no doubt, valuable witnesses of the sen- ~ 


1 For the statement of the points in dispute, see pp. 260, 261, above. 

2“ These Canons, though subscribed by the Bishops of both provinces, 
wanted the Queen’s ratification. The Queen was acquainted with what passed 
in the Synod, and approved the proceedings ; but, as it happened, the royal as- 
sent was not given in form. Archbishop Grindal, therefore, demurred to the 
execution of these Canons; he was afraid a Premunire might reach him. And 
it seems his scruples were not without reason ; for, by venturing thus far, he 
would have been liable to prosecution, and must haye cast himself upon the 
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timents of the English Church at that time. The canon 
in question relates to preachers, and orders that “ they 
shall, in the first place, be careful never to teach anything 
from the pulpit to be religiously held and believed by the 
people, but what is agreeable to the doctrine of the Old 
or New Testament, and collected out of that very doc- 
trine by the Catholic Fathers and antient bishops, [and 
there Mr. Keble stops, but the Canon goes on,] and since 
those articles of the Christian religion, which have been 
agreed upon by the Bishops in a lawful and holy synod 

. are beyond doubt collected out of the sacred books 
of the Old and New Testament, and agree in all things 
with the heavenly doctrine contained in them ; and since 
the book of public prayers, and the book of the consecra- 
tion of Archbishops, Priests, and Deacons, contain nothing 
opposed to that doctrine, whoever are sent to teach the 
people, shall confirm the authority and truth of those 
articles, not only by their sermons, but also by subscrip- 
BLO "S318, They shall not teach vain and _ senseless 
opinions, and heresies, and Popish errors opposed to the 
doctrine and faith of Christ, nor anything at all by which 
the ignorant multitude may be roused to discord, or the 
love of novelty,” &e. 

The simple object of this canon, then, was to restrict 
preachers from bringing any doctrine before their hearers 
to be religiously held and believed, for which they had 
not some authority in the Catholic Fathers and antient 
bishops, and that in order to prevent their teaching “ vain 
and senseless opinions, and heresies, and PopisH ERRORS.” 
That is, at a time when a great change had just been ef- 
fected in the doctrine professed in the Church,—and a 


Queen’s mercy.” Collier’s Eccl. Hist. vol. ii. p, 531. Nay more, had they 
received such confirmation, they would not be of any authority now,—for 
* Queen Elizabeth’s confirmations [of the Canons passed in her reign] extended 
no farther than her own life.” Archbishop Wake’s State of the Church, &c, 
p. 507. And, on this ground, they are expressly excluded from “ the Canons” 
of our Church, that is, the Canons that are of authority, by Bishop Gibson, 
who limits “the Canons” to those of 1603. See his Codex, Pref. pp. x, xi. 
In the Canons of 1603, many of the preceding were republished, and-put in 
force ; but the Canon in question was not of the number. 
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change from a form of religion, in which new articles of 
faith utterly unknown (as far as we can find) to the pri- 
mitive Church had been introduced,—there was a prudent 
restriction placed upon preachers, to prevent their teach- 
ing “ vain and senseless opinions, and heresies, and Popish 
errors,” as important truths, viz., that they should be able 
to support the doctrine they preached, by the authority of 
some generally-received writer or writers of antiquity. A 
rule “which [as Bishop Patrick says] was set us on pur- 
pose to preserve our preachers from broaching any idle, 
novel, or Popish doctrines, as appears by the conclusion 
of that injunction.” “The Canon,” says Dr. Waterland, 
“ does not order that they shall teach whatever had been 
taught by Fathers; no, that would have been setting up 
a new rule of faith; neither does it say that they shall 
teach whatsoever the Fathers had collected from Scripture; 
no, that would have been making them infallible inter- 
preters or infallible reasoners: the doctrine must be found 
first in Scripture ; only to be the more secure that we have 
found it there, the Fathers are to be called in to be, as it 
were, constant checks upon the presumption or wanton- 
ness of private interpretation. But then, again, as to 
private interpretation, there is liberty enough allowed to 
it. Preachers are not forbidden to interpret this or that 
text, or hundreds of texts, differently from what the 
Fathers have done; provided still they keep within the 
analogy of faith, and presume not to raise any new doc- 
trine; neither are they altogether restrained from teach- 
ing anything new, provided it be offered as opinion only, 
or an inferior truth, and not pressed as necessary upon the 
people. For it was thought that there could be no ne- 
cessary article of faith or doctrine now drawn from Scrip- 
ture, but what the antients had drawn out before from the 
same Scripture: to say otherwise, would imply that the 
antients had failed universally in necessaries, which is mo- 
rally absurd.”? A very prudent restriction at that time, and 
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perfectly admissible at any time, but in support of the 
views of our opponents, it proves nothing; but, in fact, as 
I shall show presently, is directly opposed to them. For 
the question between us is,—not whether the writings of 
the Catholic Fathers that remain to us, are a useful guide, 
and upon the whole ranged on the side of the orthodox 
faith ; so that he who goes contrary to them all in vital 
points, is in error; but—whether their consent is autho- 
ritative, is part of the rule of faith, is binding upon the 
conscience ; and, I might add, whether, if it were so, with 
the exception, possibly, of a very few points laid down in 
so many words in Scripture, we could obtain their con- 
sentient testimony in favour of any one contested point 
of doctrine. 

Now to the notion that their consent would be autho- 
ritative in itself, our Church, neither here nor elsewhere, 
holds out the smallest sanction. The direction was, in- 
deed, a mere practical recognition of the fact, that the or- 
thodox faith, in all vital points, was to be found in the 
writings of the Catholic Fathers, and a proposal of them 
to the clergy, as a useful practical check upon error. So 
that preachers in the Church of England might not bring 
forward, as a vital doctrine, a notion of their own, for 
which they could find no support in those writings; a 
very prudent direction in a time of great ecclesiastical ig- 
norance, and an especial safeguard against “ Popish 
errors’ —such, for instance, as that patristical tradition is 
a divine informant. 

Nay, that it was not a recognition of the impossibility 
of their erring, as a body, is evident from the fact, that 
even the creeds are received by our Church on the sole 
ground of their being provable by Scripture, as we shall 
observe presently. She does not take even the creeds on 
their authority, but because she believes them to be 
agreeable to Scripture; their suffrage, no doubt, being a 
strong additional motive for supposing such to be the 
sense of Scripture.. And I add this, because it might be 
said, If it is impossible that all the Catholic Fathers 
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should have erred, and consequently that what is op- 
posed to or unsupported by their writings. in a vital 
point, must necessarily be erroneous ; then it follows, that 
what is supported by all of them in Sach a point, must be 
infallibly true. Now, however probable this may be, it is 
no part of the foundation upon which our Church has 
built her faith. Her creed stands on better grounds. 

True it is, that even if thisposition was granted, our 
opponents would gain nothing practically by it; because 
such a consent of even the Fathers whose writings happen 
to remain to us, cannot be proved, so as to enable us to 
turn it to any useful purpose. But even this is not 
maintained by our Church; nor is it a point which she is 
at all concerned to decide. She does not put forward 
the Catholic Fathers as necessarily inerrable as a body ; 
but believing them to have been generally orthodox, 
(taking the Scriptures as her standard of judgment,) she, 
in the canon under consideration, proposed them to her 
clergy as such, and directed their writings to be used as 
a check upon error. And the positive use of their 
writings was maintained to this extent, viz. that some 
support must be found in them for every position affecting 
a vital point. 

That this was her meaning, appears also from her having, 
in the subsequent part of the canon, put her own articles 
on the same footing. For it will not be contended that 
she put forth these as part of she rule of faith. No; in 
both cases she merely bears witness to what she believes 
to be the orthodox doctrine, and gives directions to her 
clergy likely to keep them ie the limits of that doc- 
trine. 

Nay, further, this very canon is, as far as its authority 
goes, utterly subversive of the views of Dr. Pusey and 
his party. For their doctrine is, that our authoritative 
guide for the interpretation of Scripture, and some im- 
portant points of doctrine, is the tradition of the oraL 
teaching of the Apostles, preserved to us in the writings of 
the Fathers, whereas this canon ordains that nothing is 
to be advanced to be religiously believed “but what is 
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agreeable to the doctrine of the Old or New Testament, 
and COLLECTED out of THAT very doctrine by the Catholic 
Fathers ;’ clearly showing that our Reformers held that 
the Fathers collected their doctrine out of Scripture, and 
not (as our opponents affirm) from the successional de- 
livery of the oral teaching of the Apostles. And all is 
forbidden by this canon, but what is agreeable to Scrip- 
ture, and COLLECTED by the Fathers our or Scriprure. 
Very good advice for Dr. Pusey and his party at least, 
and I hope they will obey the injunction; and thus save 
us the infliction (as this canon was intended to do) of 
divers vain opinions and Popish errors. 

And we may observe, by the way, how completely this 
canon overthrows the statement of Dr. Pusey in his Let- 
ter to the Bishop of Oxford, (p. 28,) that “it is probable 
that our Church means that things may be required to be 
believed, (provided it be not upon peril of salvation,) 
which are not proved by Holy Scripture; but certain, 
that, according to her, things not in Holy Scripture, may 
be subjects of belief;” and yet with strange inconsistency 
this very canon is urged upon us three pages after for our 
observance. 

Moreover, it is to be remarked that in the authorized 
Canons of 1597 and 1603, there is no direction of the 
kind, nor any recognition of the rule we have been con- 
sidering in the royal Injunctions or Episcopal Visitation 
inquiries of the time, but on the contrary, (as we shall see 
presently,) only whether “any have wilfully maintained 
and defended any heresies, errors, or false opinions, con- 
trary to the faith of Christ and holy Scripture.” } 

And where a rule on the same subject is given in the 
Canons of 1603, respecting strangers preaching in cathe- 
drals, it is given thus ;—“ If any in his sermon shall pub- 
lish any doctrine, either strange or disagreeing from the 
word of God, or from any of the Articles of Religion agreed 


1 Vis.*Art. 1, Eliz, Wilk. iv. 190. 
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upon in the Convocation-house, a. 1562, or from the Book 
of Common Prayer, the Dean or the residents shall .. . 
give notice of the same to the Bishop,” &c. (Canon 51.) 
As to the Canon of 1603, quoted in the “Catena,” it 
is difficult to conceive what support Mr. Keble can sup- 
pose his cause to receive from it. The object of the Canon 
is to explain the lawful use of the cross in baptism. And 
the explanation given is this, that notwithstanding the 
sign of the cross had been abused by the Romanists, yet 
that “the Church of England hath retained still the sign 
of it in baptism, following therein the primitive and apo- 
stolical Churches, and accounting it a LAwFuL outward 
ceremony and honourable badge, whereby the infant is de- 
dicated to the service of him that died upon the cross.” 
Therefore the Church of England (that I may not omit 
to refer to passages which Mr. K. might think favourable 
to him) following “the rules of the Scriptures and the 
practice of the primitive Church,” and “ with reverence 
retaining those ceremonies, which do neither endamage 
the Church of God, nor offend the minds of sober men,” 
retains the use of the sign of the cross in baptism as a 
lawful ceremony. Well, what then? Has this the 
slightest tendency to support the system in aid of which it 
is quoted? On the contrary, is it not merely throwing 
dust in the eyes of the inexperienced reader to quote such 
a passage in support of it? Our Church follows the 
example of the primitive Church in retaining the sign of 
the cross in baptism, as she does in many similar matters 
(see Canons 31, 32, 33, 60, 74); but so far from regard- 
ing that example as authoritative, she distinctly declares 
in her 34th Article, that “it is not necessary that tradi- 
tions and ceremonies be in all places one or utterly 
like, for at all times they have been diverse, and may be 
changed according to the diversity of countries, times, 
and men’s manners, so that nothing be ordained against 
God’s word,” and “every particular or national Church 
hath authority to ordain, change, and abolish ceremonies 
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or rites of the Church ordained only by man’s authority, 
so that al] things be done to edifying.” } 

There are two other testimonies, however, quoted by 
Mr. Keble, which it may be as well to notice here, though 
they are not, strictly speaking, testimonies of the Church, 
namely, the extract from the rules given to the Bishops 
by the Queen’s Council in 1582, for conducting the con- 
troversy with the Papists, and that from the report of 
the Commissioners of 1662. 

In the former it is directed that “if the Papists shall 
show any ground of Scripture and wrest it to their sense, 
let it be showed by the interpretation of the old doctors 
such as were before Gregory I. But if they can show no 
doctor that agreed with them in their said opinion before 
that time, then to conclude that they have no succession 
in that doctrine from the time of the Apostles, and above 
four hundred years after, when doctrine and religion were 
- most pure, for that they can show no predecessor whom 
they might succeed in the same.” 

This is one of the straws caught at by Mr. Keble to 
keep his cause above water, and is precisely the same 
negative position as that maintained in the Canon of 1571. 
Does he suppose that there is any Protestant who pro- 
fesses to hold an article of faith unknown to the whole 
Christian Church for the first six centuries? For in that 
ease only the extract would be relevant. All that it 
proves is the belief of the Council that the Romish doc- 
trines censured as unscriptural, were unknown to the 
whole Christian Church for the first six centuries, and 
that if this could be shown, it was sufficient proof that the 
censure was just. But though the absence of certain tes- 
timony in favour of a doctrine judged unscriptural may be 
held sufficient to condemn it, it is very far from following 
that such testimony when in its favour is an authoritative 
witness, obliging us to receive it as scriptural. The ne- 
gative position maintained in the direction given in the 
extract would not, I suppose, be called in question in the 

2 See testimony of Jewell below, and Hooker, Heel, Pol. iii. 10, 
QQ2 


596 DOCTRINE OF CHURCH OF ENGLAND 


abstract by any one professing the Christian faith, except 
possibly by some unusually extravagant Romanists. We 
willingly grant, therefore, that a doctrine, respecting 
which the testimony of Scripture is even doubtful, which 
can find no support in the patristical writings of the 
first six centuries, (considering the wide range taken by 
those that remain to us,) has no claim upon us as vital, 
and is open to just suspicion, while at the same time 
we maintain that the support which any doctrine does 
appear to us to receive in those writings is not any part 
of the ground upon which our faith should rest in the 
reception of it. Our faith should rest solely and entirely 
upon the (as it appears to us) evident revelation of it in 
the Scriptures. 

The other extract, which is from the reply of the Com- 
missioners of 1662 to the Presbyterians (§ 16), is given 
as follows,—‘“ Ancient Liturgies in the Church, St. Chry- 
sostom’s, St. Basil’s, St. James’s, and others, and such 
things as are found in them all, consistent with catholic 
and primitive doctrine, may well be presumed to have 
been from the first, especially since we find no original of 
these Liturgies from General Councils.” This passage is 
not quite fairly quoted. It stands in the original thus ;— 
“ That there were ancient Liturgies in the Church is evi- 
dent. St. Chrysostom’s, St. Basil's and others, and the 
Greeks tell us of St. James’s, much elder than they ; and 
though we find not in all ages whole Liturgies, yet it is 
certain that there were such in the oldest times, by those 
parts which are extant, as Sursum Corda, &ce., Gloria Patri, 
&c., Benedicite, Hymnus Cherubinus, &c., Vere dignum et 
justum, &¢c., Dominus vobiscum, Et eum Spiritu tuo, with 
divers others. Though those that are extant may be inter- 
polated, yet such things as are found in them all consen- 
tient [¢n another edition consistent] to catholic and primi- 
tive doctrine, may well be presumed to have been from 
the first, especially since we find no original of these Li- 
turgies from General Councils.” The way in which this 
passage has been altered is not a little remarkable. The 
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original says nothing, it will be observed, in favour of the 
authority of our copies of the Liturgies of St. Chrysostom, 
&c. but rather the contrary, while the professed extract 
speaks of them as genuine. However, to let that pass, 
what can either prove as to our present subject? It is 
asserted that such liturgical forms as are found in all the 
antient liturgies consentient to catholic and primitive doc- 
trine may well be presumed to have been from the first. 
Well; this is a very good argument in favour of liturgies, 
in support of which it was advanced, but does it prove any- 
thing in favour of the Tractators’ system? Will Mr. K. 
reply, These prayers are authoritative proofs of doctrine, 
if they have “been from the first?” Nay, but the test 
here proposed of their having been from the first is their 
being “consentient to catholic and primitive doctrine.” 
So that this passage will not help him to advance one 
step in gaining an authoritative tradition. And here we 
see how much the alteration of the passage favours Mr. 
Keble’s views, for the admission in the original, that these 
liturgies may be interpolated, renders it necessary to 
adopt this test, which according to Mr. Keble’s version of 
the passage would not be necessary. I do not charge him 
with the alteration. Far from it. I believe him incapable 
of so acting. But I suppose he found the passage 
quoted somewhere as he has given it, and did not verify 
in 

Having considered the extracts brought forward by 
Mr. Keble in support of his system, I now proceed to 
point out those passages from which the views of our 
Church respecting it may, I hope, be without difficulty 
gathered. 

The dogmatical works of authority in our Church are, 
first, those which have received the highest degree of 
authority, namely, the Articles,! Homilies, and Catechism, 
and, secondly, those which have received the ecclesiastical 


! Among the “ Requests and Petitions of the lower House of Convocation 
for discipline,” in the Convocation of 1562, at which our present Articles were 
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and royal sanction, but not that of the whole Legislature, 
namely, Jewell’s Apology and Nowell’s Catechism.1. The 


settled, the second is,—% That certain Articles, containing the principal 
grounds of the Christian religion, be set forth, as well to determine the truth 
of things this day in controversy, as also to show what errors are chiefly to be 
eschewed.” (Wilk. Conc. iv. 240.) These Articles, therefore, being published 
in compliance with this request, may reasonably be considered as intended to 
take a wider scope than some would have us suppose; and this indeed we 
might infer from their title, “ Articles. . . for the avoiding of diversities of 
opinions and for the establishing of consent touching true religion.” 

1 Of these two works Bishop Randolph says, in the preface to his Enchiri- 
dion,—“ My choice has been principally directed to such works as had the 
sanction of public authority, and which may, therefore, be relied on as con- 
taining the final and decided opinions of our Reformers, approved of in the 
general by the Church at large... . Of this kind, that is, thus publicly re- 
ceived, were Jewell’s Apology and Nowell’s Catechism, the former of which is 
said to have been published with the consent of the bishops, and was always 
understood to speak the sense of the whole Church, in whose name it is 
written, the latter had the express sanction of Convocation. ..- Both these 
works were publicly received and allowed.” 

Of Jewell’s Apology Collier tells us that it “ was approved by the Queen, 
and set forth with the consent of the Bishops.” (vol. ii. p. 479.) 

And the Bishop himself in his reply to Harding says, that he had the 
concurrence of the whole English clergy, and that the book had the Queen’s 
license. It was first published in 1562, the very same year as our present 
Articles, and “by Queen Elizabeth, King James, King Charles, and four suc- 
cessive archbishops, the Apology was ordered to be read and chained up in all 
parish Churches throughout England and Wales.” (Watt sub Jewell.) And 
still farther as conclusive for its reception, it is recognised in Canon 30 of the 
Canons of 1603, as “the Apology of the Church of England,” and is quoted 
by Hooker under the name of “The English Apology.” (E. C. ii. 6.) 

Of Nowell’s Catechism, Mr. Shepherd, in his Elucidation of the Book of 
Common Prayer, says,— In 1562, the same year in which our present Articles 
of Religion were agreed upon, Nowell’s Catechism was presented in MS. to the 
Convocation, who examined it with minute attention, and after making 
several alterations wnanimously sanctioned the performance by their synodai 
authority, and recommended it to public use. Nowell, having received the book 
interlined and in some parts blotted, caused the whole to be transcribed, and 
sent the fair copy to Cecil, ‘not,’ he informs him, ‘in his own name, as afore, 
but in the name of the Clergy of the Convocation as their book, seeing it was 
by them approved and allowed.’ The MS. lay in Cecil’s hands for above a 
year. It was then returned to Nowell with some learned notes upon it, and, 
remained with him till 1570, when it was published and dedicated to the two 
Archbishops and the Bishop of London by name, and to all the bishops.’ 
Collier, who gives a similar account (Hist. vol. 2. p. 491.), says that it was 
published at the request of the two archbishops. Among the “ Requests 
and Petitions of the lower House of Convocation for discipline,” in 1562, the 
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testimonies given in the note below abundantly prove that 
these two latter works are of no inconsiderable authority 
as faithful representations of the doctrine of our Church. 
The indirect sources from which the doctrine of our Church 
is to be gathered are, first, our authorized liturgical forms 
and ecclesiastical laws,! and, secondly, in an inferior de- 
gree, the code of laws drawn up by Archbishop Cranmer 


first was, ‘‘ That a Catechism be set forth in Latin for the instructing of youth 
in the Universities and Grammar-schools throughout the realm ;” (Wilk. 
Cone. iv. 240.) which was probably the reason for this Catechism being pre- 
sented to them, though it appears to have been written before. Nowell was 
the Prolocutor of the Lower House at that Convocation. 

1 The ecclesiastical laws may conveniently be classed under two divisions, 
first, those which were made previous to the Reformation ; and secondly, those 
which have been made since. 

First, those which were made previous to the Reformation. 

These consist partly of the Canons made in national and provincial Coun- 
cils of our own Church, and partly of the laws adopted from the civil and 
common canon law, both of which were, to a considerable extent, received 
here in the Ecclesiastical Courts, though neither of them, as a whole, or as 
having any authority here of themselves, not even the canon law (except, I 
suppose, in matters of doctrine) ;. and lastly of Acts of Parliament, and cus- 
toms, or common law relating to ecclesiastical matters. (See Dr. R. Cosin’s 
Prim. Lin. Polit. Eccl. Angl.; Gibson’s Codex, (Introdn.) Blackstone and 
Burn.) Those adopted from the civil and common canon law, were either in- 
troduced by consent, and thus became, in time, by usage, the common law of 
the land, or by authority of Parliament. “ All the strength,” says Blackstone, 
“ that either the Papal or Imperial laws have obtained in this realm—or, in- 
deed, in any other kingdom in Europe—is only because they have been ad- 
mitted and received by immemorial usage and custom in some particular cases, 
and some particular courts, and there they form a branch of the leges non 
scripte, or customary laws; or else because they are in some other cases in- 
troduced by consent of Parliament; and then they owe their validity to the 
leges scripte, or statute law. ‘This is expressly declared in those remarkable 
words of the Statute 25 Hen. viii. c. 21, addressed to the King’s royal Ma- 
jesty, ‘ This your Grace’s realm, recognising no superior under God, but only 
your Grace, hath been, and is, free from subjection to any man’s laws, but only 
to such as have been devised, made, and obtained within this realm, for the 
wealth of the same ; or to such other, as by sufferance of your Grace and your 
progenitors, the people of this your realm have taken at their free liberty, by 
their own consent, to be used among them; and have bound themselves, by 
long use and custom, to the observance of the same, not as to the observance 
of the laws of any foreign Prince, Potentate, or Prelate, but as to the cus- 
tomed and antient laws of this realm, originally established as laws of the 
same, by the said sufferance, consents, and custom ; and none otherwise.’ ” 
(Blackst. i, 79, 80.) 
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and the principal divines in the time of Edward VL, the 
authority of which is, of course, very considerable,! Con- 
vocation canons, royal Injunctions and Episcopal Visita- 
tion articles. 


As it respects the ecclesiastical canons made in this country, it is provided, 
in the Act entituled “ The Submission of the Clergy, and Restraint of Ap- 
peals,” (25 Hen. viii. e. 19.),—“ That such canons, constitutions, ordinances, 
and synodals provincial, being already made, which be not contrariant nor 
repugnant to the laws, statutes, and customs of this realm, nor to the damage 
or hurt of the King’s prerogative royal, shall now still be used and ox ceaied, 
as they were afore the making of this Act, till such time as they be viewed, 
searched, or otherwise ordered and determined by the said two-and-thirty 
persons, or the more part of them, according to the tenor, form, and effect of 
this present Act.”? (Gibs. ii. 947.) And as the revision here contemplated 
never took effect, all such of these canons as are “not contrariant nor re- 
pugnant to the laws, statutes, and customs of this realm, nor to the damage 
or hurt of the King’s prerogative royal,” are still in force. On this enactment, 
Bishop Gibson observes, “The clause of the last-mentioned Act [quoted 
above] was a recognition of the authority of the foreign canon law in this 
nation, upon the foot of usage and custom [i. e. as far as it has been adopted] ; 
to which this clause adds a Parliamentary authority or enaction to all owr own 
canons and constitutions, which are not repugnant to the laws, statutes, and 
customs of this realm, nor to the damage or hurt of the King’s prerogative 
royal.” (Gibs. ii. 947.) 

In matters of doctrine, the Canons in force here previous to the Reforma- 
tion, may be said to be, for the most part, practically superseded, and many of 
them, of course, contradicted, by the Articles, homilies, and other recognized 
formularies of our Reformed Church. But in all cases they are -of authority 
only when not disagreeing with them. 

Secondly, those which have been made since the Reformation. These con- 
sist of Acts of Parliament and the Canons of 1603, which, however, not having 
been confirmed by Parliament, do not bind the laity. The Canons of 1640 
are of no force ; for, although they received the confirmation of the King, yet 
as Bishop Stillingfleet says, “ After the King’s restoration, an Act of Parlia- 
ment passed (13 Car. ii. c. 12.) for restoring the bishop’s ordinary jurisdiction, 
wherein a clause is added, that this Act did not confirm those Canons of 1640, 
but left the ecclesiastical laws as they stood 1639; which Act being passed 
by the King’s assent, it voids the former confirmation of them, and so leaves 
them without force.” (Still. Eccl. Cases, p. 258. ed. 1702.) 

' This Code was first published in 1571, by John Fox, under the title, 
“ Reformatio legum ecclesiasticarum, ex authoritate primum regis Henrici 
vill. inchoata; Deinde per regem Edovardum vi. provecta adauctaque in 
hune modum atque nune ad pleniorem ipsarum reformationem in lucem 
edita.” It was commenced in the reign of Henry VIII. (as this title wit- 
nesses), in the latter end of which an Act of Parliament was passed, em- 
powering the king to appoint a commission of thirty-two persons to revise the 
ecclesiastical laws. And in the 3d and 4th Edw. VI. a similar Act was 
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By these documents let us test the views advanced by 
the Tractators on the subject now under consideration. 


passed, and the commissioners appointed, consisting of eight bishops, eight 
divines, eight civilians, and eight common lawyers, having, of course, Arch- 
bishop Cranmer at their head, the names of whom may be seen in Collier, 
vol. ii. Records, No. 61. From these a sub-committee of eight, consisting of 
Archbishop Cranmer, Bishop Goodrick, Dr. Cox, Peter Martyr, &c. were ap- 
pointed by the king to prepare the work. Whether the work as it now 
stands received the sanction of the body of the Commissioners, or even of 
those eight, is doubtful. Indeed, with the exception of Archbishop Cranmer, 
it is doubtful who were its authors. for in the “Qratio D. Josie Simleri 
de vita et obitu P. Martyris,” it is said, ‘ Posteaquam a rege cura conscri- 
bendi leges ecclesiasticas primum xxxii. deinde xvi. [? viii.] viris commissa 
fuit, effecit Cant. Archiepiscopus ut P. Martyr in horum numero unus esset : 
ac tandem etiam cum munus hoc universum uni Cantuariensi a rege fuisset 
commissum, tribus tantum ad id desumptis sociis, Gualtero Haddono et Rolando 
Taylero J. C. tertium voluit esse Martyrem. Horum opera adjutus eas leges 
Ecclesize Anglicane prescripsit que magnam etiam nune laudem habent apud 
omnes pios et doctos.” (1583. 4to. p. 16.) And this account is somewhat con- 
firmed by a note in Archbishop Cranmer’s handwriting, in a copy of the work 
in MS. mentioned by Strype in his Memorials of Cranmer, at the chapter 
“De Decimis,” as follows.—* This is fynished by us, but must be overseen 
again by Dr. Haddon.” For Dr. Haddon was not one of the thirty-two com- 
missioners. And so Strype says,—“The matter was in effect wholly in- 
trusted by the king [i. e. Edw. VI.] to the Archbishop, [i. e. I suppose upon 
his finding the rest of the commissioners inactive in the matter,] who associated 
to himself, in the active part of this work, Taylor, Martyr, and Haddon ;” the 
part of Haddon being to peruse what the others had drawn up, in order “if 
anything was less elegantly expressed to correct it,’’ but “his corrections are very 
few, and but of words less proper, the work and words were mainly Cranmer’s 
own.” The MS. copy, mentioned above, was seen by Strype among Fox’s 
MSS., and is “fairly written out by the Archbishop’s secretary, with the title 
to each chapter prefixed, and the index of the chapters at the beginning, both 
ofthe Archbishop’s own hand. In many places there be his own corrections 
and additions.” (Strype’s Mem, of Cranmer, lib. i. c. 30.) But however this 
may be, it is a work which has always been considered of great value, and is 
largely quoted by Bishop Gibson in his “ Codex Juris Eccl. Anglicani,” 
with the observation, “To facilitate the improvement of this constitution by 
suggesting such useful rules of order and discipline as have been established 
abroad or attempted at home . . . many of the passages out of the body of 
ecclesiastical laws, entitled Reformatio legum, &c. are grafted into this com- 
mentary, as candidates for a place in our constitution, in case the convoca- 
tion shall think them deserving, or, at least, as not unworthy the considera- 
tion of that learned and venerable assembly.’’ (Pref. p. xiii.) And Collier 
(who thinks it “most probable” that it “ had passed the approbation’ of all 
the commissioners, “ considering it appears in so finished a condition,”) says, 
“it appears to haye been drawn up with no small share of judgment and 
learning.” (Hist. vol. 2. p. 326.) 
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First as to patristical tradition being an unwritten 
word of God or divine informant in religion, 

In the first place, we may fairly ask our opponents to 
point out some passage in our authorized ecclesiastical 
books, that gives some positive sanction to such a notion. 
So important a doctrine as this could not have been over- 
looked. Surely we should have been exhorted by our 
Church, had she entertained such a notion, to have 
availed ourselves of this “ divine informant.” We havea 
whole homily on the duty of reading the Scriptures. 
Where is the corresponding exhortation to avail ourselves 
of this other “ word of God?” Nowhere. On the con- 
trary, the only word of God recognized by our Church 
in any of her documents is the Scripture, Wherever the 
phrase occurs in any of her authorized documents, it is 
invariably identified with the Scriptures. And the only 
notices of “ tradition” in our Articles and homilies are 
the following ; viz. one in the 34th Article, entitled, “ Of 
the traditions of the Church,” where they are identified 
with the ceremonial rites of the Church, and it is said of 
them, “ It is not necessary that traditions and ceremonies 
be in all places one and utterly like ;” and the other, in the 
first homily, where we are warned, “ Let us diligently search 
for the well of life in the books of the New and Old Testa- 
ment, and not run ¢o the stinking puddles of men’s tradi- 
tions, devised by men’s imagination, for our justification 
and salvation. or in holy Scripture is fuily contained 
what we ought to do, and what to eschew, what to believe, 
what to love, and what to look for at God's hands at 
length.” 

Nay, more, we are expressly told in Dean Nowell’s 
Catechism, that “ the Christian religion is to be learnt 
from xo other source than from the heavenly word of God 
himself, which he hath delivered to us in the holy Scrip- 
tures ;? and in Jewell’s Apology, that the Scriptures are 
“ the very sure and infallible rule whereby may be tried 
whether the Church do swerve or err, and whereunto all 
ecclesiastical doctrine ought to be called to account.” 
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But to dwell upon this point is needless, for the testi- 
monies relating to those that follow amply prove the 
views of our Church upon this. 

Let us proceed to the second and third points, viz. that 
catholic consent is a part of the divine rule of faith and 
practice even in the fundamental articles, as the authori- 
tative interpreter of Scripture, and as giving the full 
development of truths there but imperfectly developed, 
and as conveying to us various important points of divine 
origin not at all contained in Scripture. 

First, as the interpreter of Scripture, and authoritative 
teacher of the fundamentals of religion. 

Now our Church tells us, (Art. 6.) “ Holy Scripture 
containeth all things necessary to salvation ; so that what- 
soever is not read therein, nor may be proved THEREBY, is 
not to be required of any man that it should be believed 
as an article of the faith, or be thought requisite or neces- 
sary to salvation.” But if catholic consent is the autho- 
ritative interpreter of Scripture, the doctrine so delivered 
to us as from Scripture is to be received as true on that 
authority. If, on the contrary, the reception of a doctrine 
is to depend (according to the Article) on the strength of 
the proof from Scripture, the authority of the traditional 
interpretation is yielded. The Article is but calculated to 
mislead, if a necessary part of the proof of the truth of a 
doctrine to us is, that catholic consent has so interpreted 
Scripture. 

Our opponents endeavour to get over this difficulty, 
by saying that the Article relates only to teachers, not 
to the people at large. But what is gained for their 
cause by this? All that we contend for is, that full and 
sufficient proof exists in Scripture for the orthodox faith, 
and that men are to be called upon to believe it only as 
far as it is so proved. And if this is true as it respects 
the teacher, (which would follow from our opponents’ own 
interpretation of the Article,) it is surely equally true as 
it respects the hearer. Ifthe only fit ground of faith to 
the teacher is holy Scripture, then is that same Scripture 
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the only fit ground of faith to the people, unless the 
teacher is personally infallible, which I suppose even the 
Tractators will hardly venture to affirm. 

Further ; what says the first homily, entitled, “ a fruit- 
ful exhortation to the reading and knowledge of holy 
Scripture?” ‘ Unto a Christian man there can be no- 
thing either more necessary or profitable than the know- 
ledge of holy Scripture, forasmuch as in it is contained 
God’s true word, setting forth his glory, and also man’s 
duty. And there is no truth nor doctrine necessary for 
our justification and everlasting salvation, but that is or 
may be drawn out of that fountain and well of truth. 
Therefore, as many as be desirous to enter into the right 
and perfect way unto God, must apply their minds to 
know holy Scripture ; without the which they can neither 
sufficiently know God and his will, neither their office 
and duty. And as drink is pleasant to them that be dry, 
and meat to them that be hungry, so is the reading, hear- 
ing, searching, and studying of holy Scripture, to them 
that be desirous to know God or themselves, and to do 
his will.” “ Let us diligently search for the well of life in 
the books of the New and Old Testament, and not run 
to the stinking puddles of men’s traditions, devised by 
men’s imagination, for our justification and salvation. 
For in holy Scripture is ruutty contained what we ought 
to po, and what to eschew, what to BELIEVE, what to love, 
and what to look for at God's hands at length.’ “ These 
books, therefore, ought to be much in our hands, in our 
eyes, in our ears, in our mouths, but most of all in our 
hearts. For the Scripture of God is the heavenly meat of 
our souls, the hearing and keeping of it maketh us 
blessed, sanctifieth us, and maketh us holy; it turneth 
our souls, it is a light lantern to our feet. It is a sure, 
stedfast, and everlasting instrument of salvation ; it giveth 
wisdom to the humble and lowly hearts. .... The 
words of holy Scripture be called words of everlasting 
life, for they be God’s instrument ordained for the same 
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purpose. They have power to turn, through God’s pro- 
mise, and they be effectual through God’s assistance.” 
“ That man is ashamed to be called a philosopher, which 
readeth not the books of philosophy; and to be called a 
lawyer, an astronomer, or a physician, that is ignorant in 
the works of law, astronomy, and physic. How can any 
man then say, that he professeth Christ and his religion, 
if he will not apply himself (as far forth as he can or may 
conveniently) to read and hear, and so to know the books 
of Christ's Gospel and doctrine.” “ Let us, therefore, 
apply ourselves, as far forth as we can have time and 
leisure, to know God’s word, by diligent hearing and 
reading thereof, as many as profess God, and have faith 
and trust in him.” “If you be afraid to fall into error 
by reading of holy Scripture, I shall show you how you 
may read without danger of error. Read it humbly, with 
a meek and a lowly heart, to the intent you may glorify 
God, and not yourself, with the knowledge of it; and 
read it not without daily praying to God that he would 
direct your reading to good effect, and take upon you to 
expound it no further than you can plainly understand it. 
For as St. Augustine saith, the knowledge of holy Scrip- 
ture is a great, large, and a high place, but the door is 
very low, so that the high and arrogant man cannot run 
in, but he must stoop low, and humble himself, that 
shall enter into it. Presumption and arrogancy are the 
mother of all error, and humility needeth to fear no error. 
For humility will only search to know the truth ; it will 
search and will bring together one place with another, 
and where it cannot find out the meaning, it will pray, it 
will ask of others that know, and will not presumptuously 
and rashly define anything which it knoweth not. There- 
fore, the humble man may search any truth boldly in the 
Seripture, without any danger of error. And if he be 
ignorant, he ought the more to read and to search holy 
Scripture to bring him out of ignorance.” “ If we read 
once, twice, or thrice, and understand not, let us not 
cease so, but still continue reading, praying, asking of 
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others, and so, by still knocking, at the last the door 
shall be opened, as St. Augustine saith.” “ Thus we 
have briefly touched some part of the commodities of 
God’s holy word, which is one of God’s chief and princi- 
pal benefits, given and declared to mankind here on 
earth . . . let us hear, read, and know these holy rules, in- 
junctions, and statutes of our Christian religion . . . let 
us pray to God (the only author of these heavenly studies) 
that we may speak, think, believe, live, and depart hence 
according to the wholesome doctrine and verities of 
them.” 

Throughout the whole homily, not the most remote hint 
is given that we are even to consult catholic consent. 
Among all the directions given for attaining the-under- 
standing of Scripture, not one word points to Church tra- 
dition. And yet, say our opponents, Church tradition is 
the authoritative interpreter of Scripture, and is so held 
to be by the Church of England! 

And in the third part of the Homily for Rogation 
week, we have another very remarkable testimony on 
this subject. ‘“ Nowhere,” saith the homily, “can we 
more certainly search for the knowledge of this will of 
God... but in the holy Scriptures, for they be they 
that testify of him, saith our Saviour Christ. ... We 
see what vanity the school doctrine is mixed with, for that 
IN THIS WORD they sought not the will of God, but rather 
the will of reason, the trade of custom, THE PATH OF THE 
FATHERS, THE PRACTICE OF THE Cuurcu. Let us, there- 
fore, read and revolve the holy Scripture both day and 
night,” &e. 

Remarkable, also, is the testimony of our Ordination 
Services in this matter. ° 

In the Exhortation to priests at their ordination, it is 
said,—“ Seeing that you cannot by any other means com- 
pass the doing of so weighty a work, pertaining to the 
salvation of man, but with doctrine and exhortation taken 
out of the holy Scriptures, and with a life agreeable to the 
same ; consider how studious ye ought to be in reading 
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and learning the Scriptures, and in framing the manners 
both of yourselves and of them that specially pertain unto 
you, according to the rule of the same Scriptures.” 

And they are asked this question,— 

“ Are you persuaded that the holy Scriptures contain 
sufficiently all doctrine required of necessity for eternal 
salvation through faith in Jesus Christ? And are you 
determined, out of the said Scriptures, to instruct the 
people committed to your charge, and to teach nothing as 
required of necessity to eternal salvation, but that which 
you shall be persuaded may be concluded and proved by 
the Scripture ?” 

Now, had the framers of this Service held the views of 
our opponents, it is impossible to suppose but that they 
would have been here recognized. Nay, I would ask 
how can those who hold such views conscientiously answer 
this question in the affirmative ? 

And the same question is repeated in the Service for 
the consecration of bishops, and is followed by another 
equally worthy our notice. “ Will you, then,” adds the 
Archbishop, “ faithfully exercise yourself in the same holy 
Scriptures, and call upon God by prayer for the true under- 
standing of the same; so as you may be able by them to 
teach and exhort with wholesome doctrine, and to with- 
stand and convince the gainsayers ?” 

Moreover, thus speaks the Apology. 

“ Thus did the holy Fathers alway fight against the 
heretics with none other force than with the holy Serip- 
tures. St. Augustine, when he disputed against Petilian, 
the Donatian heretic, ‘ Let not these words,’ quoth he, 
be heard between us, I say, or, You say; let us rather 
speak in this wise, Thus saith the Lord. Tuere Ler us 
SEEK THE Cuurca, there let us boult out the cause.” 
(Pt-1. ch. 9. div.1,2.) “We... refer all our contro- 
versies unto the holy Scriptures, and report us to the self 
same words which we know were sealed by God himself, 
and in comparison of them set little by all other things, 
whatsoever may be devised by men.” (Pt. 1. ch. 10. div. 1.) 
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“ We receive and embrace all the canonical Scriptures 
both of the Old and New Testament, giving thanks to 
our God who hath raised up unto us that light which we 
might ever have before our eyes, lest either by the sub- 
tilty of man, or by the snares of the devil, we should be 
carried away to errors and lies. Also we profess that 
these be the heavenly voices whereby God hath opened 
unto us his will, and that only in them man’s heart can 
have settled rest, that in them be abundantly and fully 
comprehended all things whatsoever be needful for our 
health, as Origen, Augustine, Chrysostome, and Cyrillus, 
have taught, ‘ that they be the very might and strength 
of God to attain to salvation, ‘ that they be the founda- 
tions of the Prophets and Apostles, whereupon. is built 
the Church of God; that they be the very sure and infal- 
lible rule whereby may be tried WHETHER THE CHURCH DO 
SWERVE OR ERR, AND WHEREUNTO ALL ECCLESIASTICAL 
DOCTRINE OUGHT TO BE CALLED TO ACCOUNT; and that 
against these Scriptures neither law nor ordinance, nor 
any custom, ought to be heard; no, though Paul himself, 
or an angel from heaven, should come and teach the con- 
trary.” (Pt. 2. ch. 9. div. 1.) “ We know well enough 
that the same word which was opened by Christ and 
spread abroad by the Apostles, is sufficient both to our sal- 
vation, and also to uphold and maintain all truth, and to 
confound all manner of heresy. By THAT WoRD ONLY we 
do condemn all sorts of the old heretics. .... As for 
the Arians .... and shortly all them which have a 
wicked opinion either of God the Father, or of Christ, or 
of the Holy Ghost, or of any other point of Christian 
religion, for so much as they be confuted by the gospel of 
Christ, we plainly pronounce them for detestable and 
damned persons.” (Pt. 3. ch. 1. div. 3.) “ Finally, we in 
God’s cause desire to stand to God’s only judgment.” [re- 
ferring to the Scriptures.] (Pt. 5. ch. 16. div. 7.) “ King 
Agesilaus did but fondly in this behalf, who, when he had 
a determinate answer made him of the opinion and will 
of mighty Jupiter, would afterward bring the whole 
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matter before Apollo, to know whether he would allow 
thereof, as his father Jupiter had done, or no. But yet 
should we do much more fondly, when we hear God himself 
PLAINLY speak to us in his most holy Scriptures, and may 
UNDERSTAND BY THEM HIS WILL AND MEANING, if we would 
afterward, as though this were of none effect, bring our 
whole cause to be tried by a Council, which were nothing 
else but to ask whether men would allow as God did, and 
whether men would confirm God’s commandments by their 
authority. Why, I beseech you, except a Council will 
and command, shall not truth be truth, or God be God 2? 
If Christ had meant to do so from the beginning, as that 
he would preach or teach nothing without the Bishop’s 
consent, but refer all his doctrine over to Annas and 
Caiaphas, where should now have been the Christian 
faith? or who at any time should have heard the gospel 
taught? Peter verily, whom the Pope hath oftener in 
his mouth, and more reverently useth to speak of than he 
doth of Jesus Christ, did boldly stand against the Holy 
Council, saying, ‘It is better to obey God than men,’ 
And after that Paul had once entirely embraced the gos- 
pel, and had received it, ‘not from men, nor by man, 
but by the only will of God, he did not take advice 
therein of flesh and blood, nor brought his case before 
his kinsmen and brethren, but went forthwith into Arabia 
to preach God’s divine mysteries by God’s only autho- 
rity.” (Pt.6. ch.,.). div. 2; 3.) 

‘“‘ Howsoever it be, the truth of the gospel of Jesus 
Christ dependeth not upon Councils, nor, as St. Paul 
saith, upon the judgments of mortal creatures.” (Pt. 6. 
ch. 18. div. 1.) “ We have sEarcHED OUT OF THE HOLY 
BisLE, WHICH WE ARE SURE CANNOT DECEIVE US, ONE 
SURE FORM OF RELIGION, and have returned again unto 
the primitive Church of the antient Fathers and Apostles, 
that is to say, to the ground and beginning of things, 
unto the very foundations and headsprings of Christ’s 
Church.” (Pt. 6. conel.) 

— Such is the strong and clear testimony of the Apology 

VOL. Il. RR 
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of the Church of England on this matter. While it 
claims for our Church agreement with the primitive 
Church and the orthodox Fathers, it in the strongest 
terms insists upon Scripture being considered the sole 
and entire divine rule of faith and practice. 

From Nowell’s Catechism we have already quoted a 
passage conclusive on the point. 

There is, however, one more testimony to which I 
would direct the reader’s attention on this head, and 
that is a remarkably clear disclaimer of the doctrine un- 
der consideration in the “ Reformatio Legum Eccles.” 
It occurs in Tit. 1, chap. 15, entitled, “ What is the 
authority of the holy Fathers,’ and is as follows,— 
“ Lastly, we consider that the authority of the orthodox 
Fathers is by no means to be despised; for they have 
many excellent and useful observations. Bur THat THE 
HOLY SCRIPTURES SHOULD BE INTERPRETED BY THEIR DE- 
CISIONS (ex eorum sententia de sacris literis judicetur) 
WE DO NOT ALLOw. For THE HOLY SCRIPTURES OUGHT 
TO BE TO US BOTH THE RULES AND JUDGES OF ALL CurIs- 
TIAN DOCTRINE. Vay, moreover, the Fathers themselves 
refused to be so honoured, frequently admonishing the 
reader, that he should only admit their determinations and 
interpretations as far as he should see that they were 
agreeable to the holy Scriptures. Let them, therefore, 
have their due respect and authority, but let it be one 
which yields, and is in subjection, to the determinations, 
the truth, and authority of the sacred books.” 

A more pointed disclaimer of the doctrine maintained 
by our opponents could hardly be penned. 

Moreover, we have evidence that this principle was 
acted upon by our Reformers. Thus, in the conference 
held at Westminster between the Romish and the Pro- 
testant party in the first year of Queen Elizabeth, after 
an harangue from Dr. Cole in behalf of the Romanists, it 
is said, “ then the other part was licensed to show their 
minds, which they did according to the first order, exhi- 


1 See p. 602 above. 
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biting all that which they meant to propound in a book 
written, which, after a prayer and invocation made most 
humbly to Almighty God, for enduing of them with his 
Holy Spirit, and a protestation also to stand to the doc- 
trine of the Catholic Church, suinpEp upon THE Scrtp- 
TURES AND THE DOCTRINE OF THE PROPHETS AND THE 
APposTLEs, was distinctly read,” &e.1 

And so, in an address to the Convocation of 1572, by 
Archbishop Parker, we find that venerable prelate thus 
speaking ;—After alluding to those monuments of the 
antient British Church which remain to us, and which 
he says had been “ partly destroyed by Antichrist,” (ab 
Antichristo partim deleta,) he adds; “ But if divine Pro- 
vidence had not preserved to us those monuments, which 
ought to be so much dearer to us as they are peculiarly 
our own, but had permitted them to be utterly destroyed 
and taken away from the memory of man, yet there 
remained the fountains themselves of all divine know- 
ledge, (totius divine scientiz,) preserved by the grace of 
the Holy Spirit in the Hebrew and Greek language, to 
which, after the streams had been so long polluted and 
perturbed, recurrence would be necessary to have any 
certain knowledge of the divine will... [and then, 
having quoted the passages from Cyprian’s Epistle to 
Pompeianus, and Basil’s Letter to Eustathius, given above, 
pp- 318, 19, and 396, he adds] By the authorities of these 
holy Fathers we are admonished, that as often as we shall 
have declined from the holy and immaculate paths of the 
Lord, through human carelessness and blindness, to re- 
turn to them again, it is necessary that the holy Scrip- 
tures, which bear witness on the point, be searched, and 
those most antient testimonies be examined, from which, 
as Cyprian witnesses, the spring and fountain head of 
our religion arose. By firmly adhering to these testimo- 
nies of divine and holy antiquity, we may be certain respect- 
ing the true worship of God and religion, and be safe, 


! Wilk. Concil. iv. 192. 
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although the monuments of human things and ordinances, 
consumed by the rust of time, may have perished. For 
these eternal and inviolable fountains are to be assidu- 
ously sought day and night; and, by water flowing and 
derived from these fountains, our wells, which our ene- 
mies the Philistines have foully polluted, are to be puri- 
fied, that they may be filled from these fountains of salva- 
tion, whence we may draw eternal life. This subject 
supplies me with large materials, if I were inclined to 
dwell upon it, to set before you by what arts antichrist 
has cunningly deceived us,” &c. &e.? 

Further; there are in the Articles two particular in- 
stances in which the doctrine of our Church in this matter 
is very clearly shown. The first is in its language respect- 
ing the creeds; the second in its doctrine respecting the 
decisions of General Councils. What can have a better 
claim to be considered as the offspring of what is called 
catholic consent, and consequently to all the authority 
which can be hence derived, than the Apostolical and 
Nicene Creeds? But does our Church receive them on 
the ground of any supposed authority? Nothing of the 
kind. The Article distinctly says, “The three Creeds, 
Nicene Creed, Athanasius’s Creed, and that which is com- 
monly called the Apostles’ Creed, ought thoroughly to be 
received and believed; ror they may be proved by most 

! There was no hesitation then in applying this term to Rome. Thus, in 
reply to some objections to the use of the sacerdotal habit in 1564, the deter- 
mination “ subscribed by the Archbishop of Canterbury, by the Bishops of 
London, Winchester, and Ely, by Dr. Robinson, chaplain to Parker, and 
afterwards Bishop of Bangor, by Bickley, another of the Archbishop’s chap- 
lains, afterwards Bishop of Chichester, and one Hill, and two other divines,” 
is as follows,—% Ministri in Ecclesia Anglicana in qua Dei beneficio pura 
Christi doctrina et fidei Evangelice predicatio jam viget, qgueque manifestam 
detestationem Antichristianismi publice profitetur, sine impietate uti possunt 
vestium discrimine publica authoritate jam prescripto, tum in administratione 
sacra, tum in usu externo, modo omnis cultus et necessitatis opinio amovea- 
tur.” See Collier, vol. ii. p. 498. And Bishop Patrick says, that the opinion 
that the Pope is Antichrist, is “‘ the common opinion of all [Protestants], 
some few excepted ;’” and he proceeds to vindicate it. Answ. to Touchstone, 


pp. 86, &s. 
2 Wilk. Concil. iv. 271. 
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certain warrants of holy Scripture.” (Art. 8.) And so in 
the “ Reform. leg. ecel.” it is said, ““ We receive and embrace 
those three Creeds, BECAUSE they may easily be proved by 
the strongest testimonies of the divine and canonieal Scrip- 
tures.” (ista tria Symbola. . . recipimus et amplectimur, 
quod firmissimis divinarum et canonicarum Scripturarum 
testimoniis facile probari possint.) (tit.i, ¢. 5.) And on this 
ground Bishop Pearson distinctly places our reception of 
the Apostles’ Creed. 

The force of this argument will, upon consideration, 
be found peculiarly strong. For there is no “ tradition” 
of the early Church so well authenticated, so likely to be 
a really catholic tradition, as the Nicene Creed. If, then, 
our Church receives this only because she believes that its 
declarations may be proved by Scripture, a fortiori, she 
gives no better entertainment to any other “tradition.” 
In a word, with Augustine, she yields altogether the 
notion of any intrinsic authority belonging to it. 

Again; whence can we form a better judgment of the 
- views of the primitive Church, than from the decrees of 
the early General Councils? But does our Church hold 
that those decrees are, in themselves and intrinsically, of 
authority, binding the consciences of men? On the con- 
trary, our Church expressly declares,—“ G'eneral Councils 
may not be gathered together, without the commandment 
and will of princes. And when they be gathered together, 
forasmuch as they be an assembly of men, whereof all be not 
governed with the Spirit and word of God, they may err, 
and sometimes have erred, even in things pertaining to God. 

Wherefore things ordained by them as necessary to salvation, 
have neither strength nor authority, unless it may be declared 
that they be taken out of holy Scripture.” (Art. 21.) 

And hence the Act of 1 Elizabeth, 1. in which the de- 
crees of the first four Councils were made rules to the 
High Commission Court for judging heresy, is thus cau- 
tiously worded,—It is provided by it that nothing shall 
be considered heresy, but what has been adjudged to be 
so “by the authority of the canonical Scriptures, or by 


! See his Exposition of it. 
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[not, by the authority of,] the first four General Coun- 
cils,” &e. 

So in the “Reformatio legum ecclesiasticarum,” it is 
said,—‘‘ Moreover, although we willingly give great ho- 
nour to Councils, especially General Councils, yet we con- 
sider that they are all of them to be placed far below the 
dignity of the canonical Scriptures. And, moreover, we 
make a great difference between the Councils themselves. 
For some of them, such as those four principal, the Ni- 
cene, the first of Constantinople, the Ephesine and the 
Chalcedonian, we embrace and accept with great reve- 
rence. And we have the same opinion of many others 
which were afterwards held, in which we see and confess 
that the most holy Fathers ordained many things with 
great judgment and piety; agreeably to the divine Scriptures, 
concerning the blessed and most high Trinity, concerning 
Jesus Christ, our Lord and Saviour, and the redemption 
of man procured by him. Nevertheless, we consider that 
our faith is no otherwise bound to them, than so far as they 
can be confirmed from the holy Scriptures. For it is mani- 
fest that some Councils have sometimes erred, and decreed 
contrary to each other; partly in legal causes, partly 
also in the faith. Therefore let the Councils be read with 
honour and Christian respect, but meanwhile let them be 
examined by the holy, certain, and right rule of the Scrip- 
tures (ad Scripturarum piam, certam, rectamque regulam 
examinentur.)” (Tit. i. ec. 14.) 

Hence both Bishop Burnet and Bishop Tomline repu- 
diate the notion of our Church considering herself bound 
by the authority of the decrees of any Councils. “ For the 
four General Councils,” says Bishop Burnet, “ which 
this Church declares she receives, they are received only 
because we are persuaded from the Scriptures, that their de- 
cisions are made according to them: That the Son is truly 
God, Gt enim these truths we find in the Scriptures ; 
and therefore we believe them. We reverence those 
Councils for the sake of their doctrine; but do not believe 
the doctrine for the authority of the Councils.” (Expos. 
Art. 21.) To the same effect, also, speaks Bishop Tomline. 
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So, also, in the Treatise on the Authority of Councils, 
by Dr. Clagett and Mr. Hutchinson, inserted by Bishop 
Gibson in his “ Preservative,” it is said :—“ Our Church 
has a reverent esteem for the four first General Councils ; 
we embrace their confessions of faith; and whatsoever 
they defined to be heresy, we judge to be so. Jf tt be de- 
manded why we approve of them, and not of all the rest, we 
answer, Because their determinations in matters of faith, 
are manifestly warranted by the holy Scriptures.” 

And that such is the doctrine of our Church, is made a 
charge against her by the Romanists. Thus speaks the 
able Roman Catholic writer, Abraham Woodhead, than 
whom no one was better versed in the writings of our di- 
vines; “ The Church of England, indeed, professeth her 
assent to the definitions of the first four General Councils 
. . . but you may observe that this assent is not yielded 
to those Councils because lawfully general, and so pre- 
sumed to be assisted by our Lord in the right defining 
and delivery of all necessary faith . . . . but because the 
matter defined by them—the Church of England being 
for herself judge hereof—ought to be assented to, as being 
agreeable to the Scripture; and the assent is not yielded 
for the authority defining, as infallibly assisted in neces- 
saries, but for the appearing evidence in Scripture of the 
thing defined, or at least for the non-appearing evidence 
of the contrary ; the assent not yielded, because that par- 
ticular persons or Churches are to take that for the true 
sense of Scripture which these Councils may possibly give of 
it, but because those Councils gave in their definitions that 
sense of Scripture which such particular persons or Churches 
judge the true; so that the reason which they give for 
their assent to these General Councils, obligeth as much 
their assent to them, had they been provincial... . To 
this purpose, see the 21st Art. of the Church of England, 
‘General Councils may err, &c. See the Acts of Parlia- 
ment | Elizabeth, c. 1. [and then adding quotations from 
Dr. Fern, Archbishop Laud, Dr. Field, Dr. Hammond, 


! Gibson’s Presery. vol. i. Tit. iv. c. 2. p. 141. 
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Mr. Chillingworth, Archbishop Potter, Dr. Whitby, and 
Bishop Stillingfleet, he adds,] From these quotations, I 
think it appears that whatever fair professions are made, 
yet no assent is given by them to the first four Councils 
on this account, that they could not err in their defini- 
tions, nor yet because they are their sovereign judge, from 
whose sentence they may not dissent, if they be persuaded 
that it is repugnant to the Scriptures.” 

That our Church receives the decrees of the first four 
General Councils, I willingly allow; though, while I am 
upon the subject, I would offer a remark on the grounds 
on which such a position may be maintained, as I am not 
sure that those upon which it is commonly placed, are 
sufficient. ; 

In the Act of 1 Elizabeth, 1, it was provided that judges 
ecclesiastical “shall not in anywise have authority or 
power to order, determine, or adjudge any matter or cause 
to be heresie, but only such as have heretofore been de- 
termined, ordered, or adjudged to be heresie, by the au- 
thority of the Canonical Scriptures, or by the first four 
General Councils, or any of them, or by any other Ge- 
neral Council wherein the same was declared heresie by 
the express and plain words of the said Canonical Scrip- 
tures ; or such as hereafter shall be ordered, judged, or de- 
termined to be heresie, by the High Court of Parliament 
of this realm, with the assent of the clergy in their Con- 
vocation.” On which Hooker observes, that “ the credit 
which those four General Councils have throughout all 
Churches evermore had, was judged by the makers of the 
foresaid Act, a just cause wherefore they should be men- 
tioned in that case as a requisite part of the rule where- 
with dominion was to be limited.’? And the clause, 
though merely restrictive, certainly shows that the decrees 
of the first four General Councils on the subject of heresy, 

1 A Rational Account of the doctrine of Roman Catholics concerning the 
ecclesiastical Guide in controversies of religion by R. H. [i. e, Abraham Wood- 
head] 2nd edit. 1673, pp. 174—9. 


2 Gibson’s Codex, p. 48 and 352. 
3 Eccl. Pol. Book 8. ¢, 2. 
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were received by our Reformed Church; and clearly 
enabled those to whom the Act referred, to pronounce 
anything to be heresy, which had been defined to be so 
by any one of those Four Councils. And “ the ground,” 
says Bishop Gibson, “ of making this limitation, was a 
retrospect to the times of Popery, in which everything 
was adjudged heresie, that the Church of Rome thought 
fit to call by that name ; how far soever in its own nature 
from being fundamental, and how contrary soever to the 
Gospel, and the antient doctrine of the Catholic Church.”? 

But as this Act was repealed in 1640, and that part of 
the Act relating to the High Commission Court contain- 
ing this clause, never re-enacted, this clause, has, of course, 
no power now. It related only to the Court of High 
Commission, whose proceedings were to be regulated by 
it. 

Still it no doubt shows the sense of Convocation and 
Parliament on the subject at the time; and hence it is 
said by Lord Coke, “ Albeit this provisoe extendeth only 
to the High Commissioners ; yet seeing, in the High Com- 
mission there be so many bishops and other divines and 
learned men, it may serve for a good direction to others, es- 
pecially to the diocesan, being a sole judge in so weighty a 
cause.” And it is on that account, I suppose, that it is 
said in 1 Hawkins 4, quoted in Burn’s Ecel. Law, vol. 2, 
Art. Heresy, that it “hath been generally holden” that 
“these rules [i. e. those in 1 Eliz. 1.] will be good direc- 
tions to Ecclesiastical Courts in relation to heresy.” 

There is but one other reference, as far as I am aware, 
in any publie document of our Reformed Church to the 
early Councils, and that is in the Canons of 1640; in 
which it is said that Socinianism is “a complication of 
many antient heresies, condemned by the first four Ge- 
neral Councils, and contrariant to the Articles of religion 
now established in the Church of England.” This refer- 
ence, again, is, to a certain extent, evidence that the de- 
crees of those Councils were received by our Church; but 


1 Codex, p. 352. 2 3 Inst.4, See Gibson’s Codex, i. 351. 
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nothing more. And as we have already observed,! the 
Canons of 1640 are of no force.? 

It must be admitted, then, that these are but very in- 
direct and inadequate authorities for any bishop or eccle- 
siastical court to act upon; and I suspect that a safer 
ground in any matter of legal cognizance, would be the 
Act of 25 Hen. viii. c. 19, quoted above.? 

That Act, as we have seen, allowed such canons of the 
English Church, already made, as were not repugnant to 
the laws, &c. to remain in force. Among these were the 
following passed in the National Council of Chalchythe 
in 785. This Council was assembled by the legates of 
Pope Adrian, who, in an account of the Council sent to 
the Pope, give the Canons they proposed ; and which they 
say the King and all the clergy nobles and people, bound 
themselves faithfully to observe. 

The first of these is as follows,—“ That the holy and 
inviolate faith of the Nicene Council be faithfully and 
firmly held by all who are devoted to the hely service ; 
and that every year in the Synodal meetings the priests 
of every Church, who ought to instruct the people, be very 
diligently examined by the bishops concerning the faith, 
so that they may in all things confess, hold, and preach 
the Apostolical Catholic faith of the Six Synods, which is 
approved by the Holy Ghost, as it is delivered to us by 
the holy Roman Church; and if there be occasion, not 
fear to die for it; and that they receive all such men as 
the holy General Councils have received, and heartily re- 
ject and condemn all whom they have condemned.” And 
in the fourth occurs the following passage,—< Wherefore 
we advise that the Synodal edicts of the six General Coun- 
cils, together with the decrees of the Romian Pontiffs, be 
often read, and be observed; and that the state of the 
Church be reformed, according to their pattern; so that 
nothing new be allowed to be introduced by any, that there 


1 See note, p. 600 above. 
? See Gibson’s Codex, and Stillingfleet’s Cases. 
3 See p. 600 above. 
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be no schism in the Church of God.”! These canons and 
decrees, therefore, are considered to have thus become 
“the Code of the English Church ;”* and, no doubt, such 
was the case in the times of Popery ;—and so far as these 
canons and decrees are not repugnant to the legally ac- 
knowledged doctrine of our Church in her Articles, Ho- 


milies, kc. so far they may be considered in force still in 
the English Church. 


The decrees and canons of the first four General Coun- 
cils were, also, made by Justinian part of the civil code ;3 
and the civil law was, as is well known, received and prac- 
tised to a considerable extent in this country. 

These four Councils are also put forward in the Common 
Canon Law, as deserving particular reverence ;* though, 
of course, not as the only ones to be obeyed. Indeed, the 
5th and 6th, and even the first eight, are in the context 
almost equally honoured.§ 


And to these directions of the Canon Law, our own 


1 ‘Wilk. i. 146, 7. 

2 Johnson’s Clergyman’s Vade Mecum, Pt. 2. Pref. p. cxii. 

3 Thus speaks that Code,—“ Sancimus igitur vicem legum obtinere sanctas 
Kcclesiasticas regulas que a sanctis quatuor Conciliisexposite sunt aut firmatz, 
hoc est in Niceena trecentorum decem et octo, et in Constantinopolitana sanc- 
torum centum quinquaginta Patrum, et in Ephesina prima in qua Nestorius 
est damnatus, et in Chalcedonia in qua Eutyches cum Nestorio anathematizatus 
est. Predictarum enim quatuor synodorum dogmata sicut sanctas Scripturas 
accipimus, et regulas sicut leges observamus. Justin. Novell. 131. ¢. 1. 

4 Thus in the Decree of Gratian, it is said,—“ Inter cetera autem Concilia 
quatuor esse scimus venerabiles Synodos que totam principaliter fidem com- 
plectuntur, quasi quatuor Evangelia, vel totidem Paradisi flumina ;” and 
haying enumerated the Nicene, Constantinopolitan, Ephesine, and Chalce- 
donian, it proceeds,—“ Hz sunt quatuor Synodi principales, fidei doctrinam 
plenissime predicantes. Sed et si qua sunt alia Concilia que sancti Patres. 
Spiritu Dei pleni sanxerunt, post istorum quatuor authoritatem omni manent. 
stabilita vigore, quorum gesta in hoc opere condita continentur.” Dist. 15. 
Crate 

6 Thus among the extracts given by Gratian, isthe following from the de- 
claration to be made by the Pope at~his installation, given in the “ Liber 
Diurnus,’—* Sancta octo universalia Concilia, id est, primum Nicenum, se- 
cundum Constantinopolitanum, tertium Ephesinum, quartum Chalcedonense, 
item quintum Constantinopolitanum et sextum, item Nicenum septimum, 
octayum quoque Constantinopolitanum, usque ad unum apicem immutilata 
servare, et pari honore et veneratione digna habere, et que predicaverunt et 
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Lyndwood refers in his “ Provinciale,” as showing what 
Councils were received by the Church at large. Speaking 
of the Council of Chalcedon, he says,—“ Such General 
Councils represent the Universal Church, which is called 
Catholic. See 15th Dist. throughout; where, in the 
chapter commencing Sancta Romana, are enumerated the 
Councils.and works which are received throughout the 
Church. Of the approved Councils, also, some remarks 
are made in the 16th Dist. in the chapter commencing 
Sexta Synodus, and as it were throughout.”? 

These remarks of Lyndwood seem clearly to show that 
the directions of the common canon law on this point, 
were received here; and no doubt, in matters of faith, 
they must have been considered as obligatory, on account 
of the sanction given to the common canon law by the 
Pope. But as the canons of these Councils, with the ex- 
ception of the first six, are nowhere recognised by our 
own domestic canon law, (excepting, perhaps, in some par- 
ticulars legalized by Act of Parliament or custom,) they, 
of course, have had no authority since the Reformation. 

The decrees of the first six Councils, then, having been 
received by our own Church, are allowed by the 25 Hen. 
vill. c. 19, so far as they are not repugnant to the laws 
of the realm, those laws which have established the 
Articles, Homilies, &c. as the doctrine of the Church of 
England. 

Further, let us observe the terms in which heresy is . 
spoken of in various ecclesiastical documents, affording 
evidence, more or less important, of the doctrine of our 
Church. 

In Archbishop Cranmer’s “ Articles to be inquired of 
in the visitations to be had within the diocese of Canter- 


statuerunt modis omnibus sequi et preedicare, queque condemnaverunt ore et 
corde condemnare profiteor.’? Dist. 16. ¢. 8. 

! Talia concilia generalia representant universalem Ecclesiam que dicitur 
Catholica. 15. Di. per totum, ubi in c. Sancta Romana recitantur Concilia 
et etiam opuscula que admittuntur per Ecclesiam. De conciliis quoque ap- 
probatis habetur 16. Di. c. Sexta Synodus et quasi per totum. Province. lib. v. 
tit. 4. c. Reverendissime verb. per ecclesiam. p. 284, ed. 1679. 
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bury” in 1547, the question on this matter is, “ Whether 
any have wilfully maintained and defended any heresies, 
errors, or false opinions contrary to the faith of Christ and 
holy Scripture.”! The same is repeated verbatim in the 
Visitation Articles in the first year of Queen Elizabeth. 
So in Archbishop Parker’s Metropolitical Visitation Ar- 
ticles a. 1567, one is, “ You shall inquire of the doctrine 
and judgment of all and singular, head and members of 
your Church . . . whether any of them do either privily 
or openly preach or teach any unwholesome, erroneous, 
seditious doctrine, or discourage any man from the read- 
ing of the holy Scriptures soberly, for his edifying, or, &e. 
. . . [enumerating several errors, and then concluding], 
or any other errors or false doctrine, contrary to the faith 
of Christ and holy Scriptures.” 

And so in the service for the ordination of priests, pub- 
lished in the first year of Queen Elizabeth, it is asked, 
“ Wiil you be ready, with all faithful diligence, to banish 
and drive away all erroneous and strange doctrines, con- 
trary to God’s word?” aud in that for the consecration of 
bishops, “ Be you ready, with all faithful diligence, to 
banish and drive away all erroneous and strange doc- 
trines, contrary to G'od’s word, and both privately and 
openly to call upon and encourage others to the same?” 

And in the “ Reformatio legum eccles.” the definition 
of heresy is as follows,—* We ordain that all those are 
to be accounted heretics, who hold any doctrine of our 
common faith, otherwise than is determined in holy Scrip- 
ture, and so persist in their error, that they will not suffer 
themselves to be driven from it.’ 

And what says one who looked at this matter merely 
with the eye of a lawyer, weighing the evidence upon 
which it would be legally determined? “It seemeth that 
among Protestants, heresy is taken to be a false opinion, 


1 Wilk. Concil. iv. 25. 
2Alibwiveloo: 
3 Th. iv. 253. 
IM Mitts PAN roy I 


622 DOCTRINE OF CHURCH OF ENGLAND 


repugnant to some point of doctrine clearly revealed in 
Scripture, and either absolutely essential to the Christian 
faith, or at least of most high importance.”? 

Not one word is to be found in any public document of 
our Church, intimating that catholic consent is the autho- 
ritative interpreter of Scripture, or a part of the rule of 
faith; which, had our Church held it to be so, must ne- 
cessarily have been mentioned in the places quoted above. 
The determination of heresy and error, according to our 
Church, rests upon the authority of Scripture, and Serip- 
ture only. And the authorized guides in our Church for 
the interpretation of Scripture, and by which, of course, 
her members must be judged, are the Articles, homilies, 
catechism, liturgy, canons of 1603, and those canons, &e. 
received previous to the Reformation, which are not con- 
trary to the laws, or the king’s prerogative ; among which 
are to be found the three Creeds, received because they 
“may be proved by most certain warrants of holy Scrip- 
ture;” and the first six Councils, so far as they are not 
contrary to the doctrines legally established ; and of these, 
particularly the first four, on account of the recognition 
given them in the Act of 1 Eliz. 1; but none of them on 
the ground of any intrinsic authority. (Art. 21.) 

And hence these received guides are occasionally joined 
with the Scriptures as the tests of error and heresy in our 
Church. Thus, in Archbishop Parker’s Metropolitical 
Articles of 1569, the inquiry is, “ Whether there be in 
your parishes ..... any suspected of heresy, or that 
maintain any erroneous opinions contrary to the laws of 
Almighty God and good religion, by public authority in 
this realm set forth.”* And so,in the Act of 1 Eliz. 1, 
and the Canons of 1640, the decrees of the first four Ge- 
neral Councils are referred to as tests. And in the Direc- 
tions to the archbishops and bishops by William IIL., a. 
1695, (Tenison archbishop,) it is ordered, “That no 
preacher whatsoever in his sermon or lecture, do pre- 


' Hawkins’s Pleas of the Crown, title Heresy, quoted by Burn, 
? Wilk. Concil. iv. 259. 
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sume to deliver any other doctrine concerning the blessed 
Trinity, than what is contained in the holy Scriptures, and 
is agreeable to the three Creeds and the Thirty-nine Articles 
of religion ;”1 a direction which was repeated in the same 
words by George I. in 1714,? and again in 1721. 

It does not appear, however, that Church tradition or 
catholic consent has ever been in any way or degree re- 
cognized by our Church. And the only notice taken by 
her of the writings of the Fathers (except the Creeds and 
the first four Councils) is in the requirement contained 
in the (unauthoritative) Canon of 1571; the propriety 
of which is hardly called in question by any one. 

In short, the doctrine of our Church on this point is 
very well described in a document of the early date of 
1539,—which I do not quote as authority, because it is 
not known by whom it was drawn up, but which probably 
did not proceed from a common hand, as it is preserved 
in the State Paper Office,—entitled, “ A Declaration of the 
faith, and a justification of the proceedings, of King Henry 
the Eighth in matters of religion, or a summary declara- 
tion of the faith, uses, and observations in England,” in 
which the fourth paragraph runs thus,—* Englishmen 
styk fast to the doctrine of God in the New Testament, 
and in the Old, conformeable to the New ; and do esteeme 
that it is, Fons aque salientis in vitam eternam ; also they 
do accept the holy councills and doctors, where they be 
not contrary, but conformeable unto the same doctrine.”s 

Hence, then, we may see the true via media held by 
our Church in this matter, between the Romanists on one 
hand, and the despisers of antiquity on the other. 

The doctrines which we receive, we believe on the au- 
thority of Scripture, and Scripture only ; while we at the 
same time assert that, from the records of antiquity which 
remain to us, we have every reason to suppose that these 
were the doctrines of the primitive orthodox Church. 
And we maintain, further, that a doctrine, though pro- 


! Th, iv. 625. 2 Tb. 666. 
3 See Collier, vol. ii. Records, No. 47. 


624 DOCTRINE OF CHURCH OF ENGLAND 


fessedly derived from Scripture, pretending to be vitally 
important, which can find no support in the records that 
remain to us of the orthodox primitive Church, is open to 
very strong suspicion. Nay more, considering the extent 
and nature of the writings that remain to us of the first 
four or five centuries, we may safely maintain, (and it is a 
useful practical check upon novel extravagances to main- 
tain, with the Canon of 1573,) that no doctrine ought to 
be admitted as an important doctrine of religion, that 
cannot find some support in the writings of the Catholic 
Fathers of the first five centuries. But this is maintained 
(as we have already observed) not on any theoretical view 
of the impossibility of these writings neglecting to set 
forth any important doctrine, or being worded. so as to 
appear to countenance any error, but as a practical direc- 
tion arising from an inspection of them, and a belief that 
the orthodox faith is to be found in them. As it is ex- 
pressed by Dr. Waterland, in a passage already quoted. 
“The Protestants,’ he says, “having well studied the 
Fathers, were now willing to rest their cause not upon 
¢ -ripture only, but Fathers too.”! And the same view is 
t.ken in other passages, which we shall quote presently.? 

In arguing, then, with opponents of our Church on 
fundamental points, in the explanation of which we differ, 
after having pressed them with arguments derived from 
Scripture, our only authority and rule of faith, we add 
confirmations of our views from the records of the pri- 
mitive Church, offering them to the Romanists as upon 
their own principles conclusive in our favour, and to others, 
as moral confirmations in favour of them, of a very strong 
character. 

To the omanists, when they accuse us of paying 
no regard to antiquity, we say, show us any vital doe- 
trine established by even probable consent of the primi- 
tive Church which we do not receive, or any which we 
do receive, unsupported by the records of that Church. 
Our creed is precisely that of the primitive Church, as 


1 See vol. i. p. 222. See pp. 626— 8 helow. 
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far as it ean be ascertained. True, we take it from the 
Scriptures, and rest it upon the authority of the Scrip- 
tures only, but we look with great respect to the records 
of the primitive Church, and value highly their confirma- 
tion of our views, and we think it a good argument 
against such and such doctrines of yours, that they are 
utterly destitute of support in the records of the primitive 
Church, and in the conviction that they are altogether 
destitute of Scripture proof, and many of them opposed to 
Scripture, we at once reject them; all of them as vitally 
important doctrines, and some as anti-christian. 

Moreover, the same ground is taken by our Church (as the 
preceding extracts show) with respect to the fundamentals 
of practice ; on which point we have already had occa- 
sion to make some remarks,’ and therefore add nothing 
here. 

To those sectaries who may suspect us of putting forward 
the statements of Fathers and early Councils as part of 
the divine rule of faith or practice, because we profess 
to agree with them, and point to them in confirmation of 
the truth of our doctrines and the propriety of some of our 
observances, we reply,—We do no such thing; Scripture 
is with us the sole and complete authoritative rule of faith, 
and sole divine rule of practice; we receive even the antient 
creeds only because they may be “ proved by most certain 
warrants of holy Scripture ;” we regard the testimony of 
Fathers and early Councils only as a confirmation of the 
truth of our doctrines, or the propriety of our observances, 
though obviously a very important confirmation ; and we 
affirm that any doctrine, though professedly derived from 
Scripture, pretending to be a vital point, which can get no 
confirmation from the writings of the primitive Church, 
is open to very strong suspicion, and further (consider- 
ing the nature and extent of the writings of the first four 
or five centuries) we hold practically that any doctrine 
which has no support in them is not to be admitted as 
a vital point. 

! See pp. 2529 above. 
VOL. II. $s 
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Weare, therefore, attacked by the one party for not 
admitting the authority of the primitive Church as supreme, 
and by the other often for paying it any respect at all. 

When, therefore, in reasoning with the Romanists, our 
divines may seem to refer to the testimony of antiquity as 
settling the point in dispute with authority and beyond 
appeal, so far as that testimony appears to be used as an 
authoritative argument, and one that binds the conscience, 
and demands faith, so far is the argument an argumentum 
ad hominem ; it is meeting the Romanist on his own prin- 
ciples, and fighting the battle with him on ground chosen 
by himself; and, considering the strength of the Protestant 
cause, it is ground which may be occupied without fear. 

To show that I am not speaking without authority 
when I say this, I will give some quotations from works 
written by our divines when engaged in such a contro- 
versy, to prove the truth of it. 

Thus speaks one of the writers to whom Bishop Gibson 
has assigned his place in his great work against Popery. 
“ Though the Scripture be our only rule of faith and doc- 
trine necessary to be believed by us, because we know of 
no other revelation but that, and nothing but revelation 
makes any doctrine necessary to be believed, yet we are 
very willing to take the sense and meaning of Scripture 
both from itself and from the primitive Church too,”. . . 
“ Here is a very large scope offered to me, and what has 
taken up a great many volumes on both sides; so that to 
most people Scripture one would think should be a shorter 
and an easier, and therefore a better, way to know the true 
Church by; but sincE OUR ADVERSARIES ARE NOT WILL- 
ING TO LEAVE THE CAUSE TO THAT, we are ready to 
accept of the primitive Church to be judge between us; 
and as has been often offered before by Bishop Jewell 
and others, we shall be very willing to stand to its award 
and decision. For however some few divines of the Re- 
formation, before they were so well acquainted with anti- 
quity, and when they could not so well distinguish what 
was genuine from what was spurious and corrupted by 
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your Church, were at first especially more jealous and 
distrustful than they need to have been of it, and unwill- 
ing to venture their cause to any other sentence but that 
of Scripture, which had so plainly decided for them, and 
WAS INDEED THE MOST PROPER TO BE APPEALED TO; yet 
the greatest number and the most learned of the Protestant 
writers have never declined the judgment of the primitive 
Church, but next to the inspired writings of the Apostles 
have always esteemed and been willing to be determined 
by it. And we are well assured that the antient Church, 
even the Roman itself, as well as the whole Christian 
besides, is in all material points on the Protestant side.” 
—“When we produce Scripture against our adversaries, 
we then produce the only authentic records of the Apostolic 
Church, and the only certain account we have of the faith 
and doctrine of the most primitive Church. Let them 
object therefore never so much against Scripture as a 
rule of faith, yet whilst it contains THE ONLY SURE TESTI- 
mony of what was taught and believed by the first Chris- 
tian Church, so far as any of these doctrines are not in 
Scripture, so far they cannot appear to be the doctrine 
of the Apostolic Church; and whilst we hold all that faith 
and all those doctrines that are contained in Scripture, we 
hold all that can be known to be so in the most pure and 
most primitive Church ; and whatsoever they have added 
. to Scripture, which they will needs have to be but an im- 
perfect rule of faith, they have added, so far as can be 
known, to the doctrine of the Apostolic Church. For if 
Scripture be not the only rule of that [i. e. the doctrine of 
the Apostolic Church], yet it is the only historical account 
we have of it.” 1 

And so Bishop Stillingfleet, in his examination of the 
Council of Trent, says,—The urmosr use I can sup- 
pose, then, Vincentius his rules can be of to us now is in 
that case which he puts when corruptions and errors 
have had time to take root and fasten themselves, and 


1 Bellarmine’s Notes of the Church examined, &c. by Dr. Sherlock and 
others, in Bishop Gibson’s Preservative, Tit. iii. c. 2. pp. 104—7. 
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that is, By an appeal to Scripture and antient Councils. 
But BECAUSE OF THE CHARGE OF INNOVATION against us, 
we are content to be tried by his second rule, by the con- 
sent of the Fathers of greatest reputation,” &c." 

And thus is the same sentiment briefly and pithily ex- 
pressed by Dr. Sherman, in a work which has the high 
recommendation of Bishop Hall affixed to it. His Ro- 
man Catholic adversary says,—“ Your doctors would fain 
dispute out of Scripture only.” To which Dr. S. replies, 
—If only be taken in order to the ultimate resolution of 
faith, we would indeed dispute out of Scripture only, be- 
cause the principles of Scripture are only to us infallible, 
but if only be taken exclusively to all use of the Fathers, 
we deny it. To show that our doctrine is truly divine, we 
prove it out of Scripture : to show that it is not new, we 
compare it with the sayings of the Fathers; yea, the 
judgment of the Fathers hath itself to faith as a rational 
disposition, but not as an inerrable determination ; this 
privilege we reserve to Scripture, which is to us the 
formal object and ground of divine faith.” * 

Other similar testimonies may be had in abundance. 

To sum up all, then, in a few words, the position taken 
by the Church of England with respect to the use to be 
made of the writings of the Fathers appears to be this. 

1. That the absence of any testimony in favour of a 
point proposed as vitally important in the writings that 
remain to us of the Catholic Fathers of the first five or 
six centuries, (for here we must take a somewhat length- 
ened period on account of the paucity of the remains of the 
earliest Church,) is in itself, and ought to be to all men, 
whatever their views may be, a very strong argument 
against it; and, on the contrary, that very general testi- 
mony in favour of any vitally important point in those 
writings, (always including here those of the first two or 
three centuries,) is to all men a very strong argument in 
favour of it. 


1 Council of Trent examined, &c. p. 24. 
* Account of faith, &c. by J. S. 1661. pp. 633, 4. 
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Further 2. Our Church holding that all vitally im- 
portant points are, in fact, contained and expressed in 
the writings of those who are called the catholic doctors 
of the first few centuries, has warned her ministers not to 
bring forward anything as vitally important which does 
not find some support in those writings. 1 

And 3. Conscious that the writings of those Fathers, 
and the information we can gather from them as to the 
doctrines of the primitive Church, preponderate beyond 
comparison in her favour, she is at all times ready to 
meet the Romanists, or any other pseudo-catholics,on their 
own ground, and to let the Fathers be judges between us. 

It remains for us to see what countenance our Church 
affords to the notion of our possessing articles of re- 
velation of minor importance not contained at all in 
Scripture. 

Our opponents contend that the 6th Article speaks only 
of points necessary to salvation. But its words seem not 
so limited. It tells us,as we have just seen, that what is 
not read in Scripture, nor may be proved thereby, “is 
not to be required of any man that it should be believed 
as an article of the faith.” And the attempt to explain this 
away, by understanding the phrase “the faith” to mean 
only the fundamentals of the faith, and to maintain that 
there are nevertheless articles of religious belief to be held 
by us that are not in Scripture, is surely a mode of dealing 
with the Article worthy only of censure and reprobation. 

But however this may be, we have abundant other evi- 
dence. ‘Thus the first homily says,—‘ In holy Scripture 
is fully contained what we ought to do and what to 
eschew, what to believe, what to love and what to look 
for at God’s hands at length.” ‘“ Nowadays,” says the 
Apology, “the holy Scripture is abroad, the writings of 
the Apostles and Prophets are in print, whereby all truth 


! This warning, however, it must be observed, is given only in a Canon of 
Convocation, of no authority. But no doubt it is agreeable to the spirit in 
‘which our church and her great divines have upon the whole acted, and is 
well founded, and not without its use. 
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and catholic doctrine may be proved, and all heresy 
may be disproved and confuted.” (Pt. 1. ¢. 8. div. 1.) 
And again; “We profess .... that in them [i. e. the 
Scriptures] be abundantly and fully comprehended all 
things whatsoever be needful for our health.” (Pt. 2. ¢. 9. 
div. 1.) So Nowell’s Catechism. “We are admonished not 
to follow or seek for anything in religion beyond what 
we are there [i. e. in the Scripture] taught by God.” “ Do 
you affirm, then, that all things necessary to piety and sal- 
vation are contained in God’s written word? <A. Cer- 
tainly, for it would be the part of intolerable impiety and 
madness to think either that God had left an imperfect 
doctrine, or that men could complete what he had left 
imperfect.” So that all the doctrine which “God has 
left” us, is contained in the Scriptures. And so, finally, 
the “ Reformatio leg. eccl. ;”—“From the Scriptures 
alone the doctrines of religion and faith ought to be made 
up (constare) and confirmed,” (tit. 1. ¢.6,) which is clearly 
saying, in other words, that Scripture is the only source 
of all religious truth. 

In reply to the fourth position, asserting the necessity 
of tradition on account of the obscurity of Scripture, even 
in the fundamental articles, we may refer to the testimonies 
already given on the second, particularly the following,— 

“The humble man may search any truth boldly in the 
Scripture, without any danger of error. And if he be 
ignorant, he ought the more to read and to search holy 
Scripture to bring him out of ignorance.” (Hom.) “We 
hear God himself puarnty speak to us in his most holy 
Scriptures, and may understand by them his will and mean- 
ing.” (Apol.) Indeed, all the testimonies there given, 
directly or indirectly negative the position before us. 
We may add to them the following. “ Although many 
things in Scripture be spoken in obscure mysteries,” says 
the Homily, “ yet there is nothing spoken under dark 
mysteries in one place, but the self-same thing in other 
places is spoken more familiarly and plainly, to the capa- 
city both of learned and unlearned. And those things 
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in the Scripture that be plain to understand and neces- 
sary for salvation, every man’s duty is to learn them, to 
print them in memory, and effectually to exercise them. 
And as for the dark mysteries, to be contented to be 
ignorant in them, until such time as it shall please God 
to open those things unto him.” 

And in direct opposition to Mr. Keble’s statement, that 
for “ the catholic doctrine of the most holy Trinity, as con- 
tained in the Nicene Creed,” we are indebted to “ the 
unwritten teaching of the first age of the Church,” (see 
pp. 32 and 41,) the homily says,—‘“ In these books 
[i. e. the Scriptures] we shall find the Father from whom, 
the Son by whom, and the Holy Ghost in whom, all 
things have their being and keeping up, and these three 
persons to be but one God and one substance.” 

And so, in the “ Declaration of certain principal Arti- 
cles of religion,’ published in the first year of Queen 
Elizabeth, and required to be read by “ all parsons, 
vicars, and curates,” twice a-year, the second Article is, 
“ ] believe, also, whatsoever is contained in the holy 
canonical Scriptures, in the which Scriptures are con- 
tained all things necessary to salvation, by the which, also, 
all errors and heresies may sufficiently be reproved and con- 
victed, and all doctrine and articles necessary to salvation 
established.” + 

As it respects the fifth position,—that it is on the autho- 
rity of Church-tradition that we must rest the canon and 
inspiration of Scripture, and the genuineness of what we 
receive as such,—it is sufficient to remark, that our Church 
gives not the smallest countenance to such a notion. If, 
indeed, the testimonies adduced on the former points 
have (as we trust they have) shown that our Church does 
not admit the authority of tradition, or what is called 
catholic consent, as binding the conscience to the belief 
of what it testifies, there needs no further proof that she 
does not consider herself bound to accept the Scriptures 
as the word of God on that authority. The reception of 


! Wilk. Concil. iv. 195. 


632 DOCTRINE OF CHURCH OF ENGLAND 


these books by the primitive Church is of course a neces- 
sary and indispensable part of the testimony upon which 
our reception of them depends; but that, not on the 
ground of any authority in the witness so borne, such that 
it should of itself bind us to belief in what it delivers, but 
because, had they doubted the claims of any book to be 
inserted in the canon, the historical evidence in its favour 
would have been imperfect and insufficient. And hence 
it was that our Church rejected from the canon several 
books which had been.admitted into it by the Church of 
Rome. 

The doctrine of our Church upon this point, however, 
will more fully appear in the testimonies which I am about 
to quote respecting the whole subject from the writings of 
some of her most eminent divines; to which I now pro- 
ceed. And the first we have to notice is that of 


Bispor JEwELL. 


To find the name of this venerable Prelate and cham- 
pion of Protestantism, called by Hooker, “ the worthiest 
divine that Christendom hath bred for the space of some 
hundreds of years,’ 1 so associated, is indeed passing 
strange. The passages already quoted from the “ Apo- 
logy of the Church of England,” written by him, make 
any further reference to his works almost needless; but it 
may have its use to these who are unacquainted with his 
sentiments. 

The testimony quoted from him by Mr. Keble, is of 
course his famous challenge to the Romanists, calling 
upon them to point out any passage in any author of the first 
six centuries who supported their views and customs on 
certain points, and he would yield the question. For 
this, and this alone, Mr. Keble quotes him as a defender 
of his system! He must be driven to great straits to 
find witnesses to give his system a character. If he had 
only read to the end of the sermon from which he has 
quoted this challenge, he would have seen that his wit- 


1 Keel, Pol. ii. 6, 
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ness altogether fails him. For at the close of the sermon, 
after quoting some passages from Ambrose, Cyprian, and 
Tertullian, directing us to the holy Scriptures as our 
guide and rule of faith, he adds,—“ O that our adversa- 
ries, and all they that stand in defence of the masse this 
day, would content themselves to be judged by this rule ! 
O THAT, IN ALL THE CONTROVERSIES THAT LIE BETWEEN US 
AND THEM, THEY WOULD REMIT THE JUDGMENT UNTO Gon’s 
worD! So should we soon agree and join together. So 
should we deliver nothing unto the people but that we have 
received at God’s hand.” And in his correspondence with 
Dr. Cole respecting this very challenge, at the close of 
his last letter he says,—“ O Master Doctor, let us lay 
aside all self-will and contention, and have recourse only 
unto the truth that God hath revealed to us in his holy 
word. or thereby shall ye be able to know whether the 
Church do right or no. And thereby shall ye be able to 
reform her if she happen to do amiss. .... Thus 
Christ reformed the errors of the Church in his time, 
brought in by the Scribes and Pharisees, and said unto 
them, Scriptum est . . . . [and then, after having quoted 
some passages from the Fathers as before, he adds] To 
conclude, like as the errors of the clock be revealed by 
the constant course of the sun, even so the errors of the 
Church are revealed by the everlasting and infallible word 
of God.” } 

These passages clearly show that he had no intention, 
when making his challenge, of setting up the authority of 
the Fathers as any part of the rule of faith or supreme 
Judge of controversies. But when the Romanists boasted 
of their antiquity, to drive them even from this plea, he 
challenges them to produce any proof of it; and to show 
the certainty of his conviction that they could not do so, 
he offers to yield the cause to them, if they were able to 
do so. 

We will not, however, dismiss so able and venerable a 
witness so hastily, especially as he has elsewhere still 


1 Works, p. 44. 
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more plainly and forcibly expressed his views on the 
points under discussion, as we will now proceed to show. 

As it respects, then, the first three of the positions 
maintained by the Tractators, the following statements are, 
I suppose, sufficiently decisive. 

“ What shall a godly-disposed simple mando? How 
shall he settle himself? To which side may he safely join 
himself? If he make reckoning of learning, there are 
learned men on both sides; if he make reckoning of vir- 
tue and godly life, there be virtuous men and of godly 
life on both sides; if he make reckoning of zeal, either 
side is zealous in the religion they hold; if he make 
reckoning of the name of the Church, they take it as well 
to the one side as to the other; if he make reckoning of 
the multitude, there are many on either side, but neither 
side hath so many as hath the Turk. Whither, then, 
may a man turn himself, and to which side may he safely 
join? In this case we find the comfort and profit of the 
word of God. In this case St. Paul telleth us, * What- 
soever things are written aforetime are written for our 
learning, to lighten our eyes, to resolve our doubts, and — 
to guide our feet... .. With this word Christ con- 
founded the Scribes and Pharisees, and put them to 
silence. .... This word confounded the Arians and all 
sorts of heretics. What is become of Marcion, of Nesto- 
rius?.... they are blown away as smoke before the 
wind, the word of God hath confounded them, and beat 
them away. As Dagon fell, and broke his hands and 
neck, and could not stand in the presence of the ark of 
the Lord, even so shall all falsehood fall and hide itself in 
the presence of the truth of God. As the rod of Moses 
devoured the rods of the charmers, as the beams of the 
sun drive away and consume darkness, so shall the word 
of God chase away errors... .. They [i.e. “ the Scrip- 
tures” | bring us to God; teach us the truth, and give us 
reason of all things; they keep us in safety, suffer not 
wolves to devour us, keep off heretics, bewray a thief, 
and make known who is antichrist. .... And as the 
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word of God is the light to direct us, and to bewray errors, 
so is it also the standard and beam to try the weights of 
truth and falsehood. .... The master of the ship, when 
he is on the main sea, casteth his eye always upon the 
load star, and so directeth and guideth his ways. Even 
so must we, which are passengers and strangers in this 
world, ever settle our eyes to behold the word of God. 
So shall no tempest overblow us, so shall we be guided 
without danger, so shall we safely arrive in the haven of 
our rest... . This is ru rule of our faith ; without this 
our faith is but a fantasie, and no faith, for faith is by 
hearing, and hearing by the word of God. Therefore 
Christ saith, ‘ Search the Scriptures, they are they that 
testify of me.’ There shall ye find testimony of my doc- 
trine, there shall ye know what is the will of my heavenly 
Father, and there shall you receive the comfort for ever- 
lasting life.” 1 

“ Forasmuch as it cannot be doubted among Christian 
men that Christ and his Apostles appointed the Church , 
in their time in such sort as no better could be devised, 
let us compare the Church of late time and that original ; 
as the use is,in trying of measures, where in trial whe- 
ther is true or false, ye have evermore recourse to the 
standard ; for if there be any fault, whatsoever it be, the 
standard will bewray it. This order Christ himself used 
with the priests and pharisees. . .. By this standard 
Christ reproved the Sadducees ; ‘ You err, not knowing 
the Scriptures.’ And by the same he confuted the devil 
when he came to tempt him; ‘ It is written.’ This stand- 
ard shall be able to warrant us, if we can say truly, ‘ It 
is written. For as the learned Father Ireneus saith, 
‘ The Scripture is the pillar and foundation of our faith,’ 
It is rashness to believe without the warrant or direction of 
the Scriptures. It is not devotion nor catholic faith, but 
foolish rashness.” 2 

“ When Paul came to Berea from Thessalonica, and 


1 Treatise of the Holy Scriptures, pp. 32—384, in his Works. 
2 Sermons, p. 173. 
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began there to preach the gospel of Christ, the people 
ran to their books, searched the Scriptures, conferred his 
doctrine with the word of God, and when they found that 
in all points it agreed therewith, then they believed Paul, 
then they embraced his doctrine, then with willing hearts 
they clave to his discipline. And as they did, even so let us 
do, good brethren; let us not judge rashly of God’s minis- 
ters, let us not over hastily give sentence of them; let us 
not report evil of God’s servants: but let us well weigh 
and consider what thing they teach us; let us examine 
and try their doctrine with the touchstone of God’s word ; 
let us confer their preaching, their teaching, their disct- 
pline, with the Scriptures of the Holy Ghost. And this 
when you have done, then be you our judges ; then if you 
see that we teach you nothing but the mysteries of God, 
if you perceive that we only disclose unto you the will of 
God, if you see that we preach unto you none other 
thing than the secrets of God’s gospel, esteem us to be 
the servants of God, the ministers of Christ, and stewards 
of the secrets of God.” ? 

“<Pry all things.’ God hath given you the spirit of 
discretion and of judgment. Be wise, and know what is 
that good and acceptable will of God. Be not deceived 
with words of man’s wisdom. ... . Thus are the people 
of God called to try the truth, to judge between good and 
ill, between light and darkness. God hath made them 
the promise of his Spirit, and hath left unto them his word. 
They of Berea, when they heard the preaching of Paul, 
searched the Scriptures daily, whether those things were 
so as he taught them, and many of them believed. So do 
you: give heed to instruction, and yet receive not all 
things without proof and trial, that they are not contrary 
to the wholesome doctrine of the word of God.” 2 

Such is the testimony of one who is put forward to us 
as maintaining the doctrine, “ that the unanimous wit- 
ness of Christendom is the only and the fully sufficient 


' Sermons, p. 226. ? On 1 Thess. v. 21. p. 102. 
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and the really existing guarantee of the whole revealed 
faith; that Catholicity is the only test of truth.” 1 

Of the Fathers he speaks thus ;— 

“You know, right well, we despise not the authority of 
the holy Fathers, but rather, in this self-same place, have 
alleged together S. Augustine, S. Hierome, and 8. Am- 
brose, three of the most antient and approved Fathers ; 
and throughout the whole discourse of this Apology in the 
defence of the Catholic truth of our religion, next unto 
God’s holy word, have used no proof or authority so much 
as the expositions and judgments of the holy Fathers. We 
despise them not, therefore; but rather give God thanks 
in their behalf, for that it hath pleased him to provide so 
worthy instruments for his Church ... To come near 
the matter, we say not that all cases of doubt are, by ma- 
nifest and open words, plainly expressed in the Scriptures. 
For so there should need no exposition. But, we say, 
there is no case in religion so dark and doubtful, but it may 
necessarily be either proved or reproved by collection and 
conference of the Scriptures. ... In this conference and 
judgment of the holy Scriptures, we need oftentimes the 
discretion and wisdom of learned Fathers. But, not- 
withstanding, may we not give them herein greater credit 
than is convenient; or than they themselves, if it were 
offered, would receive. We may reverently say of them, 
as Seneca in the like case sometime said, “ They are our 
leaders, but not our lords. They are not the truth of God 
itself, but only witnesses unto the truth .... St. Augus- 
tine saith, ‘Solis canonicis Scripturis sine ulla recusatione 
consensum debeo.’ ‘I owe my consent without gainsay- 
ing (not unto the doctors or fathers, but) only unto the 
canonical Scriptures.’ But the bishops in those Councils, 
saith M. Harding, brought forth and followed the expo- 
sitions of the antient learned Fathers. And wherefore 
might they not?) What man ever taught or said the con- 
trary? Yet notwithstanding they alleged them not as the 
foundations or grounds, but only as approved and faithful 

' Keble’s Catena Patrum, p. 2. 
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witnesses of the truth. St. Augustine in another case 
concerning the Arians . . . likewise refuseth the deter- 
minations of all Councils and Fathers, and standeth only 
to the Scriptures; Neither will I, saith he, allege against 
thee the Council of Nice; nor shalt thou allege against 
me the Council of Ariminum, &c. Neither doth S. Au- 
gustine only say thus; but also yieldeth a reason why he 
saith it. These be his words. ‘ Have away all those au- 
thorities that either of us allegeth against the other ; 
saving only such as be taken out of the heavenly cano- 
nical Scriptures. But perhaps some man will ask me, 
Wherefore would ye have all such other authorities put 
away? I answer, Because I would have the holy Church 
to be proved, not by the doctrines of men, but by the 
word of God.” ... Fain would M. Harding have his 
reader believe [so similar were his tactics to those of the 
Tractators] that we utterly despise all holy Fathers. But 
we despise them not, M. Harding, as may partly appear 
by that we have already said. We read their works, we 
reverence them, we give God thanks for them; we call 
them the pillars, the lights, the fathers of God’s Church; 
we despise them not. This thing only we say, Were their 
learning and holiness never so great, yet be they not 
equal in credit with the Scriptures of God... .. As the 
Scriptures were written by the Spirit of God, so must 
they be expounded by the same. For without that Spirit 
we have neither ears to hear, nor eyes to see. It is that 
Spirit that openeth, and no man shutteth ; the same shut- 
teth, and no man openeth. The same Spirit prepared 
and opened the silkwoman’s heart, that she should give 
ear to and consider the things that were spoken by S. 
Paul. And in respect of this Spirit, the Prophet Esay 
saith, ‘ They shall be all taught of God.’ But God hath 
not bound himself that this Spirit should evermore dwell 
in Rome, but upon the lowly and humble-hearted that 
trembleth at the word of God. :... Whereas we make 
reasonable request that God may be umpire in his own cause, 
and that all our controversies may be judged and tried by the 
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holy Scriptures, M. Harding thereto answereth thus, the 
Scripture standeth not in the words, but in the sense; and 
the same sense is continued by tradition in the Church. 
Otherwise he saith, the Jews, the Arians, the Nestorians, 
the Eutychians, and all other heretics, were always able to 
claim by the Scriptures ... Notwithstanding Pharisees 
and heretics wickedly misalleged the Scriptures, as ye some- 
times do, to serve your purpose, yet for all that, Christ said 
unto them, ‘ Search the Scriptures. And, as it is said be- 
fore, the Catholic learned Fathers, in all their cases and 
controversies, appealed evermore to the Scriptures. ... To 
conclude, wHEREAS M. Harpine saItH, WE CANNOT UN- 
DERSTAND THE SCRIPTURES WITHOUT TRADITION, [the very 
words of the Tractators] THE ANTIENT FatuerR IRENaUS 
SAITH, THIS IS ONE SPECIAL MARK WHEREBY WE MAY KNOW 
AN HERETIC.”? 

“ But what say we of the Fathers, Augustine, Ambrose, 
Hierome, Cyprian, &c.? What shall we think of them; 
or what account may we make of them? They be inter- 
preters of the word of God. They were learned men, 
and learned Fathers; the instruments of the mercy of 
God; and vessels full of grace. We despise them not, 
we read them, we reverence them, and give thanks unto 
God for them. They were witnesses unto the truth; they 
were worthy pillars and ornaments in the Church of God. 
Yet may they not be compared with the word of God. 
We may not build upon them; we may not make them the 
foundation and warrant of our conscience,—we may not 
put our trust in them. Our trust is in the name of the 
Lord. And thus are we taught to esteem of the learned 
Fathers of the Church, by their own judgment; by that 
which they have written, either for the credit of their own 
doings, or of the authority which they have thought due 
to the writings of others.”? 

“ But they say, the Scriptures be dark, therefore we 
must seek the meaning of them in the doctors. 'THE Doctors 


! Defence of Apology, pp. 538—69. 
? Treat. of the Holy Script. p. 36. 
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AGREE Not. Then must we weigh and try them by the 
Master of the Sentences. The Master of the Sentences 
himself sometimes is not holden. Then must we seek 
further to the school-doctors. The school-doctors can in 
no wise agree. There is Scotus against Thomas, and 
Occam against Scotus, and Alliacensis against Occam ; 
the nominals against the reals, the scholasticals against 
the canonists; the contention is greater, and the doubts 
darker, than ever they were before.”! 

“ Saint Hierome (contra Luciferianos) saith, ‘ Nomine 
unitatis et fidei infidelitas scripta est; ‘infidelity hath 
been written under the name of faith and unity.’ For 
herein they thought themselves good, and holy, and eca- 
tholic, if they departed not from the unity of the world. 
Therefore they followed the general consent of others,— 
they thought themselves, saith he, the true Church, and 
seemed to follow unity; though, indeed, they fell to infi- 
delity. ‘ Whatsoever is not of faith, is sin ;’ whatsoever it 
be, be it never so holy, never so glorious, it is sin; it dis- 
pleaseth God; the end thereof is destruction. - Therefore 
Christ saith, ‘I am the light of the world; he that fol- 
loweth me shall not walk in darkness, but shall have the 
light of life” ..... The will of the Lord is the only mea- 
sure whereby all truth must be tried... . Leave the pre- 
tence of zeal, leave the devotion of your own heart, rest 
not upon the will of your forefathers, nor of flesh and 
blood. Learn to feel and taste the will of God; it is 
good, and gracious, and merciful; thereby direct your 
steps, therein shall you find the possession of life.””? 

And in defence of that passage in the Apology, in 
which he says, “Thus did the holy Fathers always fight 
against the heretics with none other force than with the 
holy Scriptures ;” to which Harding (like the Tractators) 
objects that, in the early Councils, the points in dispute 
were determined by an appeal to the exposition of the 
holy Fathers, particularly at Nice, (our opponents’ fa- 


' Reply to Harding’s Answer, p. 193. 
2 Sermons, pp. 212—13. 
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vourite reference); and that it was the heretics only who 
resorted to the sole authority of the Scriptures; Bishop 
Jewell remarks, “Touching the Arians, that they alleged 
certain doubtful and dark places of the Scriptures to serve 
their purpose, it is certain and manifest. But that either 
they despised, or that the Catholics against them 
avouched, the exposition and authority of any Father, 
_-M. Harding’s only word must be our warrant. For 
neither allegeth he any one author for proof hereof; nor 
yet nameth any of all these Fathers. Notwithstanding, 
let us grant these heretics cried out, as M. Harding 
saith, Scriptures, Scriptures. Even so did the same he- 
retics likewise ery out, even as now M. Harding doth, 
Fathers, Fathers . . [and then adducing several instances 
of such appeals, he adds] . . I doubt not, M. Harding, 
but you may hereby easily see that the heretics ye speak 
of, cried not only, Scriptures, Scriptures, as ye say, but had 
leisure, also, sometimes to cry, as you do, Fathers, Fathers. 
Touching this word Homousius, which M. Harding here 
moveth, and the whole contention of the Arians, Epi- 
phanius writeth thus, ‘This word, substance, plainly and 
nakedly, is not found, neither in the Old, nor in the New 
Testament ; but the sense and meaning of that word is found 
everywhere. .... Now let us see whether the bishops 
and others in these Councils confuted these heretics, as 
we say, by the Scriptures; or else, as M. Harding seem- 
eth to say, for want or weakness of the Scriptures used 
therein the authority of the Fathers . . . {and then having 
adduced several passages to show that it was by the au- 
thority of the Scriptures only that such matters were de- 
cided, he adds,|] But the bishops in those Councils, saith 
M. Harding, brought forth and followed the expositions 
of the antient learned Fathers. And wherefore might 
they not? What man ever taught or said the contrary ? 
Yet notwithstanding they alleged them, not as the foun- 
dations or grounds, but only as approved and faithful wit- 
nesses of the truth.”! 
! Def. of Apol. pp. 54—56, 
VOL. IL. ct 
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And again, in another part, he says, that the antient 
heretics, “in defence of their errors, avouched the judg- 
ment of all the old bishops and doctors that had been 
before them, and the general consent of the primitive and 
whole universal Church.”? 

And before I conclude the extracts on this head, I 
would call the reader’s attention to a passage touching 
the degree of authority due to the customs in force in the 
primitive Church, and beg him to observe how differently 
Bishop Jewell spoke of it, to what the Tractators do. 
The bishop’s view clearly is, that all that is of divine autho- 
rity and perpetual obligation, is to be found in the Scrip- 
tures; and that as to other rites and customs, even though 
they might claim an Apostle for their author, they were 
not binding upon the Church in all ages, but might vary 
with circumstances. 

“Where ye grant,” he says to Dr. Cole, “that ye of 
your side have varied, and do yet vary, from the customs 
of the primitive Church, I cannot but commend your 
plainness therein, in telling the truth. But where, then, 
is your antiquity become?... But ye say, further, that 
the examples of the apostles and doctors bind you not. 

Ye conclude that it were an error to say we are 
bound, of necessity, to follow the use of the primitive 
Church. To make you a full and a clear answer here- 
unto, I must needs use this distinction. There were some 
orders in the primitive Church commanded by God ; and 
some other were devised by men for the better training 
of the people. Such orders as were commanded by God, 
may not be changed in any case, only because God com- 
manded them. For as God is everlasting, so is his word 
and commandment everlasting. Of the other side, such 
orders as have been devised by men, may be broken upon 
some good consideration, only because they were men 
that devised them; for as men themselves be mortal, so 
ali their wisdoms and inventions be but mortal. As, that 
the communion should be used in the morning or at night ; 
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that women should come to the Church either covered or 
openfaced, wherein ye say S. Peter took order, that the 
ministers’ goods should be all in common, or other- 
wise, &e. These, and other like, were things appointed and 
ordered by men, and therefore were never used in all 
places of one sort; but as they were brought in by men, 
so might they be dissolved and broken by men. In these 
things, I grant, the examples of the doctors or apostles 
bind us not... . But of the other part, I say that such 
things as God hath commanded precisely by his word, 
may never be broken by any custom or consent. And such 
be the things that we now require at your hands... The 
cup which ye have taken from the people is not a cere- 
mony, but a part of the sacrament ... Again, to pray 
in such a tongue as the people may understand, and 
thereby be edified, is not a ceremony to be changed at 
man’s pleasure, but the commandment of God,” &e. 

Further, as it respects the fourth point, viz. the alleged 
obscurity of the Scriptures, and the consequent necessity of 
Church-tradition to interpret them, thus speaks Bishop 
Jewell. 

“They say, the Scriptures are hard, and above the 
reach of the people. So said the Pelagian heretic, Julian, 
whom S. Augustine therefore reproveth . ... But God 
himself, and the antient Fathers of the Chureh, said 
otherwise . . . Some things in the Scriptures are hard ; 
I deny it not. It is very expedient that somewhat should 
be covered to make us more diligent in reading, more de- 
sirous to understand, more fervent in prayer, more willing 
to ask the judgment of others, and to presume the less of 
our own judgment ... It is true which S. Peter hath 
said, some things are hard to be understood. But it is 
also true, that they which pervert them unto their own 
destruction, are unlearned and unstable; that is, they to 
whom they are hard, have not their eyes opened that they 
may see the light of the word; or they be wicked, and 
turn the truth of God into lies, and abuse the Scriptures 
to their own damnation. The owlet seeth not by the 

I Topp. 41,-2: 
TT 2 


644 DOCTRINE OF CHURCH ‘OF ENGLAND 


brightness of the sun; not because the sunbeams are dark, 
but for that his eyes are weak, and cannot abide so clear 
light; it is, therefore, but a pretence and colour for their 
ignorance, and a means to deceive the people more boldly 
with their errors, when they charge the word of God with 
darkness and hardness . . . . The ways of the Lord are 
straight, and his words plain, even unto the simple. Chry- 
sostom saith, ‘ All things are clear and plain in the holy 
Scriptures; whatsoever things there are necessary for us, 
are also manifest.’ Some things are covered, as men cover 
precious stones and precious garments. They are covered, 
and yet we see them. We see them, and yet they are 
covered. Yet all things that are necessary, are plain and 
OPCH) so sete fe {and after quoting a passage from Theo- 
doret, he adds] Thus we see there was a time, before ig- 
norance crept into the Church, and got the upper hand, 
when the word of God was not counted hard, and dark, 
and doubtful; when children, and women, and servants, 
and men of the country, had the knowledge of God, and 
were able to reason of the works of God. Then went it 
well with them; they could not easily be deceived, be- 
eause they had that word which bewrayeth the thief; they 
carried with them, like good exchangers, the weights 
and touchstone; and were able to try coins, whether they 
were true or false. Such were the people, such was the 
state of God’s Church in those days.”! 

“We teach not the people to presume of knowledge, as 
you teach them to presume of ignorance. But only we 
exhort them, for the better satisfaction of their consciences, 
to read the Scriptures, and therein to learn the goodwill of 
God... But ye will say, the Scriptures are hard, and 
above the reach of the people. Even so said the Pelagian 
heretic, Julianus, and therefore S. Augustine thus re- 
proveth him for the same.”2 

“Whereas M. Harding, to withdraw the people’s 
hearts from reading, saith, the Scriptures are dark and 

1 Treat. of the Holy Script. pp. 43—46. 
2 Def, of Apol. pp. 516, 17. 
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dangerous, and no man able to wade in them without a 
guide, S. Chrysostom contrariwise, to encourage the 
people to read the Scriptures, saith they be plain and 
easy ; and that the ignorant and simple man, by prayer unto 
God, may attain the knowledge of them, without any master 
or teacher, by himself alone.” 

“ Notwithstanding a few certain places in the holy 
Seriptures be obscure, yet generally ‘the Scriptures are a 
candle to guide our feet ;’ generally, ‘God’s commandment 
is light, and lighteneth the eyes; and therefore, gene- 
rally, the word of God is full of comfort . .. [and then 
proceeding to quote from Chrysostom and others, he 
adds] ‘Thus, notwithstanding certain clauses and sen- 
tences in the holy Scriptures be hard and dark, yet by 
these holy Fathers’ judgments, the Scriptures generally 
are easy and clear... True it is, flesh and blood is not 
able to understand the holy will of God, without special 
revelation. Therefore Christ gave thanks unto his 
Father, ‘ For that he had revealed his secrets unto the 
little ones, and likewise ‘opened the hearts of his dis- 
ciples, that they might understand the Scriptures.’ With- 
out this special help and prompting of God’s holy Spirit, 
the word of God is unto the reader, be he never so wise, 
or well learned, as the vision of a sealed book. But this 
revelation is not special unto one or two, but general to all 
them that be the members of Christ, and are endued with 
the Spirit of God.”? 

It is the written word, he tells us, that convicts he- 
retics, and enables us to avoid heresies. ‘“ This word con- 
founded the Arians, and all sorts of heretics.”* “In the 
primitive Church, and long after the Apostles’ time, there 
were sundry sects and sorts of heresies . . . yet, that not- 
withstanding, the antient Fathers then evermore called 
upon the people, and exhorted them to read the Serip- 
tures, to the intent they might the better avoid heresies. 
For Ireneus, writing against the heretics called Valeu- 


! Reply to Harding, p. 152. 
2 Reply to Harding, pp. 393, 4. 
3 Treat. of the Holy Script. p. 33. 
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tiniani, saith thus, ‘ All this befel unto them, because they 
knew not the Scriptures. .... Likewise, saith Theo- 
phylact, ‘ Nothing can deceive them that search the holy 
Scriptures; for that is the candle whereby the thief is 
espied.’ 

And it convicts heretics, he says, in that very point in 
which our authors tell us we are indebted to tradition 
for the orthodox doctrine, as we have already seen ina 
quotation given above; and as he again states in the fol- 
lowing, “ M. Harding saith, These express words, Per- 
sona, Ingenitus, Homousios, are not found in the Scrip- 
tures. So said the Arian heretics, too, as well as he; but 
what forceth that? LEpiphanius saith, ‘This very word 
substantia, is not plainly expressed, neither in the New, 
nor in the Old Testament; but the sense and meaning of 
that word is every where.’ ”* 

In short, his views on this point may be at once known 
from the testimony already quoted above,—“ To conclude, 
whereas M. Harding saith, we cannot understand the 
Scriptures without tradition ; the antient Father, Ireneus, 
saith, this is one special mark whereby we may know an he- 
retic.”® 

Lastly, as it respects the fifth point, that it is on the 
authority of Church-tradition that we must receive the 
Scriptures, the following testimony may suffice. “ Here 
M. Harding thinketh to oppress us with THE OLD HERE- 
TICS ORDINARY QUESTION, ‘ How know you, saith he, that 
the Scriptures be the Scriptures? How know you that 
the gospel of Thomas, Bartholomew and Nicodeme are 
no Scriptures?” Thus they labour to pull all credit from 
the word of God, and send us only to their traditions . . 
A man might well demand the like question of M. Har- 
ding. aw hnow you that the sun is the sun? or that the 
moon is the moon? or how know you that the Church is 
the Church ; or that the congregation of the wicked is not 
the Chureh? Such idle questions the old hereties, the 


' Reply to Harding, p. 392. 
? Def. of Apol. p. 203. 
% Def. of Apol. p. 69. 
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Manichees, demanded of 8. Augustine. But S. Augus- 
tine answered them, ‘ If you demand of us how we know 
that these be the Apostles’ writings, we make you this 
short answer; Even so we know that our writings are of 
the Apostles, as you know that your writings are of the 
heretic Manichee.’”? 

Such are the statements of the esteemed prelate who 
is appealed to by Mr. Keble, as a supporter of the Trac- 
tators’ doctrine of “ tradition.” 

But, in truth, the Tractators themselves have almost 
spared us the necessity of demonstrating their error and 
inconsistency in such appeals, by having themselves, at 
last, turned upon the very man to whom they here ap- 
peal as the supporter of this doctrine, as one altogether 
opposed to their whole system. 

The first distinct intimation of the light in which the 
Tractators view our Reformers, was given in Mr. Froude’s 
Remains, (edited by Mr. Newman,) whose wholesale 
abuse of the Reformers, especially Jewell, having some- 
what startled the Church, some feeble excuses were hinted 
on the ground of his being but an individual, and one ac- 
customed to speak with freedom and vehemence. But as 
the Tractators’ doctrine gained ground, and the impres- 
sion made upon the public mind was deepened, it seems 
to have been supposed that an advance might be made, 
and “the worthiest divine that Christendom had bred 
for the space of some hundreds of years,” as the “judi- 
cious” Hooker called him, fairly thrown overboard. Ac- 
cordingly, in a late Number of the British Critic, (pub- 
blished during the progress of this work through the 
press) we have an article whose express “ object” it is “to 
justify the substance of those disparaging remarks.”? 

In this article, it is said of Jewell ;—‘ Bishop Jewell 
contrives, with the help of the Fathers, to reduce to atoms 


nearly the whole stately and well-proportioned fabric of 
Catholicism.”> 
1 Def. of the Apol. p. 204. 


* Brit. Crit. for July, 1841, p. 8. 
3 Ib. p. 6. 
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“Without going into the question, whether Roman 
Catholicism is not at least better than such Protestantism 
as Bishop Jewell’s.”2 

The Articles of the Church of England “ were certainly 
framed by persons of a thoroughly uncatholic spirit.”? 

“ Ours is the humbler, as well as less pleasant task, of 
assailing the credit of the most active of the Elizabethan 
Reformers.”$ 

“« Archbishop Parker tried to force it [i. e. Jewell’s Apo- 
logy,| and the still more objectionable ‘ Defence, almost 
as a quasi-formulary upon the Church of England.” 

Now this last remark, be it remembered, is made re- 
specting a work which Collier, the Nonjuror, tells us was 
“set forth with the consent of the bishops;” which, ac- 
cording to Bishop Randolph, “ was always understood to 
speak the sense of the whole Church, in whose name it is 
written ;” which is quoted by Hooker as “The English 
Apology,’ and is recognized in Canon 30 of the Canons 
of 1603, as “The Apology of the Church of England.”® 

How are we to account for such extraordinary incon- 
sistency? Can it be satisfactorily explained? To say the 
least, what confidence can be placed in the guidance of 
such teachers ? . 

From Jewell let us pass on to “ the judicious” 


Hooker. 


The passage which Mr. Keble has quoted from him, is 
taken from his Ecclesiastical Polity, bk. 3. ch. 1. In what 
way it bears upon the subject, I am quite at a loss to con- 
jecture; and, therefore, as the work is in every one’s 
hands, it is unnecessary to do more than refer the reader 
to it. 

But has Hooker only spoken thus indistinetly on this 
subject? Let us inquire. 


? Brit. Crit. for July, 1841. p. 13. apap eds 3 Tb. p. 32. 
4 Ib. p. 37. 5 See p. 598 above. — 
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As it respects the first point, then, as to tradition being 
a divine informant, his testimony is as follows ;— 

“When the question, therefore, is whether we be now 
to seek for any revealed law of God, otherwise than only 
in the Sacred Scripture ; whether we do now stand bound 
in the sight of God to yield to traditions, urged by the 
Church of Rome, the same obedience and reverence we 
do to his written law, honouring equally, and adoring both 
as divine ; our answer is,no. They that so earnestly plead 
for the authority of rrapirion, [observe, not Romish tra- 
ditions in particular, but tradition,| as if nothing were 
more safely conveyed, than that which spreadeth itself 
by report, and descendeth by relation of former genera- 
tions unto the ages that succeed, are not all of them— 
surely a miracle it were, if they should be—so simple as thus 
to persuade themselves ; howsoever, if the simple were so 
persuaded, they could be content, perhaps, very well to 
enjoy the benefit, as they account it, of that common 
error. What hazard the truth is in when it passeth through 
the hands of report, how maimed and deformed it becometh, 
they are not, they cannot possibly be ignorant. Let them 
that are indeed of this mind, consider but only that little 
of things divine, which the heathen have in such sort re- 
ceived. How miserable had the state of the Church of 
God been, long ere this, if wanting the sacred Scriptures, 
we had no record of his laws, but only the memory of 
man receiving the same by report and relation from his 
predecessors 2” 

And hence, in another place, he says,—‘ They which 
add traditions as a part of supernatural necessary truth, 
have not the truth, but are in error. For they only plead 
that whatsoever God revealeth as necessary for all Chris- 
tian men to do or believe, the same we ought to embrace, 
whether we have received it by writing, or otherwise ; 
which no man denieth: when that which they should con- 
firm, who claim so great reverence unto TRADITIONS, is, 
that the same traditions are necessarily to be acknow- 


. 1 B, P. bk. 1. ch. 13. 
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ledged divine and holy. For we do not reject them only 
because they are not in the Scripture, but because they are 
neither in Scripture, nor can otherwise sufficiently, by any 
reason, be proved to be of God. That which is of God, 
and may be evidently proved to be so, we deny not but 
it hath in his kind, although unwritten, yet the self-same 
foree and authority with the written laws of God.”} 
Here, again, he speaks not of Romish traditions in parti- 
cular, but of traditions generally, and affirms that they 
cannot be proved to be of God. How we are to account 
for Mr. Newman’s perversion of this passage (Lect. xi. 
p- 334) Iam quite at a loss to understand. And so, in 
another place, he speaks of “ uncertain tradition.” * 

Hence, when he comes to speak of the sign of.the cross 
in baptism, he says, “ We observe it not as the ordinance 
of God, but of man. For, saith Tertullian, ‘if of this, and 
the like customs, thou shouldest require some command- 
ment to be showed thee out of Scriptures, there is none 
found ;’”? clearly showing that Hooker considered it only 
an ordinance of man, not of God, because it could not be 
“ showed out of Scriptures.” 

And having thus altogether rejected the notion of the 
divine or apostolical origin of “ tradition,” in matters both 
of faith and practice, when he has occasion afterwards to 
mention “tradition” as “ justifying” the use of the cross 
in baptism, he adds,—*< Lest, therefore, the name of tra- 
dition should be offensive to any, considering how far by 
some it hath been, and is abused, we mean by traditions, 
ordinances made in the prime of Christian religion, esta- 
blished with that authority which Christ hath left to his 
Church for matters indifferent ; and in that consideration 
requisite to be observed, ¢ill like authority see just and 
reasonable cause to alter them. So that traditions ecclesias- 
tical are not rudely and in gross to be shaken off, because 
the inventors of them were men.”* 


He discards, therefore, even the use of the word “ tradi- 
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tions,” except in the sense of ordinances made at an early 
period by the Church ; and these he holds to be at any time 
alterable by the Church. 

Let us proceed to the second and third points. 

First, as to the necessary points of faith and practice. 

“ Neither,” says Hooker, “ can I find that men of sound- 
est judgment have any otherwise taught than that articles of 
belief and things which all men must, of necessity, do, to the 
end they may be saved, are either expressly set down in Scrip- 
ture, or else plainly thereby to be gathered.” 

And these testimonies are the more weighty, because 
Hooker’s opponents disregarded and despised everything 
but Scripture, even in minute points of discipline ; so that 
Hooker’s argument rather led him to show what Scrip- 
ture was not fitted for, than how complete it was. Bear- 
ing this in mind, let us observe how, in the following pas- 
sage, this “ judicious” writer holds the mean between Po- 
pery and Puritanism. 

« An earnest desire to draw all things unto the deter- 
mination of bare and naked Scripture, [for the proposi- 
tion of the early nonconformists, which Hooker in this 
place undertakes to controvert, was, “ that Scripture is 
the only rule of all things which in this life may be done by 
men,’ | hath caused here much pains to be taken in 
abating the estimation and eredit of man. Which if we 
labour to maintain as far as truth and reason will bear, 
let not any think that we travel about a matter not 
greatly needful. For the scope of all their pleading 
against man’s authority is, to overthrow such orders, laws, 
and constitutions in the Church, as depending thereupon, 
if they should therefore be taken away, would peradven- 
ture leave neither face nor memory of Church to con- 
tinue long in the world, the world especially being such 
ASMOW  AtPis: = 3 Wherefore, to say that simply an 
argument taken from man’s authority doth hold no way, 
‘neither affirmatively nor negatively, is hard. By a 
man’s authority we here understand the force which his 
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word hath for the assurance of another’s mind that build- 
ethvupon ites. 2a: And if it be admitted that in matter 
of fact there is some credit to be given to the testimony 
of man, but not in matter of opinion and judgment, 
we see the contrary both acknowledged and universally 
practised also throughout the world. The sentences of 
wise and expert men were never but highly esteemed. .. . 
Utterly to infringe the force and strength of man’s testi- 
mony, were to shake the very fortress of God’s truth. 
For whatsoever we believe concerning salvation by 
Christ, although the Scripture be therein the ground of 
our belief, yet the authority of man is, if we mark it, the 
key which openeth the door of entrance into the know- 
ledge of the Scripture. The Scripture could not teach us 
the things that are of God, unless we did credit men who 
have taught us that the words of Scripture do signify 
those things! Some way, therefore, notwithstanding 
man’s infirmity, yet his authority may enforce assent. 
Upon better advice and deliberation so much is perceived 
and at the length confest, that arguments taken from the 
authority of men may not only so far forth as hath been 
declared, but further also be of some force in ‘ human 
sciences ;’ which force, be it never so small, doth shew 
that they are not utterly naught. But in ‘ matters divine’ 
it is still maintained stiffly that they have no manner 
force at all. Howbeit, the very selfsame reason which 
causeth to yield that they are of some force in the one, 
will at the length constrain also to acknowledge that they 
are not in the other altogether unforcible. ... . Whom 
God hath endued with principal gifts te aspire unto 
knowledge by ; whose exercises, labours, and divine stu- 
dies, he hath so blessed, that the world, for their great 
and rare skill that way, hath them in singular admira- 

' This sentence explains the preceding, which has been quoted in a sense 
never intended by Hooker. “ His sense,” as Bishop Stillingfleet says, “ is 
plain and obvious, viz. that men cannot come to the natural sense and im- 
portance of the words used in Scripture, unless they rely on the authority 


of men for the signification of those words.” (Grounds of Prot. Rel. ch.7. 
sub fin.) 
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tion, may we reject even their judgment likewise as being 
utterly of no moment? For mine own part I dare not so 
lightly esteem of the Church and of the principal pillars 
therein: ”. «ss. L grant that proof derived from the autho- 
rity of man’s judgment is not able to work that assurance 
which doth grow by a stronger proof; and, therefore, 
ALTHOUGH TEN THOUSAND GENERAL COUNCILS WOULD SET 
DOWN ONE AND THE SAME DEFINITIVE SENTENCE CONCERN- 
ING ANY POINT OF RELIGION WHATSOEVER, YET ONE DEMON- 
STRATIVE REASON ALLEGED, OR ONE MANIFEST TESTIMONY 
CITED FROM THE MOUTH OF GOD HIMSELF TO THE CON- 
TRARY, COULD NOT CHOOSE BUT OVERWEIGH THEM ALL; IN- 
ASMUCH AS FOR THEM TO HAVE BEEN DECEIVED, IT IS NOT 
IMPOSSIBLE; IT IS, THAT DEMONSTRATIVE REASON OR TESTI- 
MONY DIVINE SHOULD DECEIVE. Howbeit in defect of 
proof infallible, because the mind doth rather follow pro- 
bable persuasions than approve the things that have in 
them no likelihood of truth at all, surely if a question 
concerning matter of doctrine were proposed, and on the 
one side no kind of proof appearing, there should on the 
other be alleged and shewed that so a number of the 
learnedest divines in the world have ever thought, although 
it did not appear what reason or what Scripture led them 
to be of that judgment, yet to their very bare judgment 
somewhat a reasonable man would attribute, notwithstand- 
ing the commen imbecilities which are incident into our 
nature. And whereas it is thought that especially with 
‘ the Church, and those that are called and persuaded of 
the authority of the word of God, man’s authority, with 
them especially, ‘ should not prevail, it must and doth 
prevail even with them, yea with them especially, as far 
as equity requireth, and farther we maintain it not. ... . 
. . . Concerning the verdict of Jerome, if no man, be he 
never so well learned, have, after the Apostles, any autho- 
rity to publish new doctrine as from heaven, and to re- 
quire the world’s assent as unto truth received by pro- 
phetical revelation, doth this prejudice the credit of 
learned men’s judgments in opening that truth which by 


654 DOCTRINE OF CHURCH OF ENGLAND 


being conversant in the Apostles’ writings they have them- 
selves from thence [observe “ from thence” ] learned? .. . 
We cannot, therefore, be persuaded that the will of God 
is, we should so far reject the authority of men as to reckon 
it noruina.” (bk. 2. ch. 7.) In these judicious observa- 
tions there are few, comparatively, I suppose, who will 
not heartily concur. 

There is one passage, however, in this chapter, which, 
as it is particularly forcible in exposing an important 
error of our opponents connected with this point, and is 
independent of the context, I have reserved to notice by 
itself. The Tractators stoutly maintain, that the great 
points in dispute in the primitive Church were decided 
by the orthodox Fathers by a reference to tradition ; and 
that in this the orthodox were distinguished from here- 
ties, who appealed only to Scripture. Now, one of the 
arguments of the disputant (Cartwright) with whom 
Hooker was more particularly contending, was that the 
Fathers on those occasions appealed only to Scripture to 
decide, and that therefore they held human authority as 
of no value. How, then, does Hooker meet this statement ? 
Does he take the view maintained by the Tractators, 
and deny his opponents’ premises as to the Fathers’ ap- 
peals to Scripture? Precisely the contrary. He adopts 
and strongly maintains his opponent’s premises, but justly 
denies his conclusion. “ Jn that antient strife,’ he says, 
“which was between the Catholic Fathers and Arians, 
Donatists, and others of like perverse and froward disposi- 
tion, as long as to Fathers or Councils alleged on the one 
side the like by the contrary side were opposed, IMPOSSIBLE 
tt was that ever the question should by THIS MEANS grow 
unto any issue or end. The Scripture they both believed ; 
THE Scripture they knew could not give sentence on Bora 
sipEs; by Scripture the controversy between them was such 
as might be determined. In this case WHAT MADNESS was 
it with such kinds of proofs to NOURISH THEIR CONTENTION, 
when there were such EFFECTUAL MEANS to end all contro- 
versy that was between them!” Tere, then, in the very 
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strongest terms he could use, he constitutes Scripture the 
Judge of these controversies. But he justly concludes, 
against the hasty and unauthorized inference of his oppo- 
nent from the facts here allowed, “ Hereby, therefore, it 
doth not as yet appear that an argument of authority of 
man affirmatively is in matters divine NoTHING worth.”! 

Again; “ They which rightly consider after what sort 
the heart of man hereunto is framed, must of necessity 
acknowledge, that whoso assenteth to the words of eter- 
nal life doth it in regard of his authority whose words 
they are.” ? 

Further; let the reader weigh well the following pas- 
sage, recollecting that the system under review is based 
upon the supposition that primitive Church-tradition was 
derived from the oral teaching of the Apostles. “ Fur- 
thermore, having received Apostolic doctrine, [i.e. in the 
Scriptures, for it is of reading the Scriptures that he is 
speaking,] the Apostle St. Paul hath taught us to esteem 
the same as the supreme rule whereby all other doctrines 
[using the word in its proper sense as meaning teachings] 
must for ever be examined. (Gal. i. 8,9.) Yea, but inas- 
much as the Apostle doth there speak of that he had 
preached, he flatly maketh—as they strangely affirm— 
his Preachings or Sermons the rule whereby to exa- 
mine all. And then, I beseech you, what rule have we 
whereby to judge or examine any? [Why, the Trac- 
tators would reply, we have the rule of primitive 
Church-tradition, which delivers down to us the sub- 
stance of the “ preachings” of the Apostles, which is 
part of our rule of faith ; but not so thought Hooker, for 
he adds] For if sermons must be our rule, because the 
Apostles’ sermons were so to their hearers; then, sith we 
are not, as they were, hearers of the Apostles’ sermons, it 
resteth that either the sermons which we hear should be 
our rule, or, that being absurd, there will, which yet hath 
greater absurdity, NO RULE AT ALL BE REMAINING FOR 
TRIAL what doctrines now are corrupt, what consonant 
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with heavenly truth.” In this passage, though not 
directly on the subject, Hooker’s mind respecting it is 
clearly, though incidentally, disclosed. 

Again; ‘‘ When we read or recite the Scripture, we 
then deliver to the people properly the word of God. 
As for our sermons . . . . his word is commonly the sub- 
ject whereof they treat, and must be the rule whereby they 
are framed.” Yes; notwithstanding the misunderstood 
canon of 1571, the written word of God must be THE 
RULE whereby our sermons are framed.* 

Again; “ Exclude the use of natural reasoning about 
the sense of Holy Scripture concerning the Articles of our 
faith, and then that the Scripture doth concern the Arti- 
cles of our faith who can assure us? That which by 
right exposition buildeth up Christian faith, being mis- 
construed, breedeth error ; between true and false construc- 
tion the difference reason must shew.” 3 

Further, as it respects the notion that primitive Church- 
tradition delivers to us several important divinely revealed 
truths not in Scripture, we have the following testimonies. 
“ Whatsoever we believe concerning salvation by Christ,” 
“ the Scripture ” is “ therein the ground of our belief.” 4 
“ One thing especially we must observe, namely, that the 
absolute perfection of Scripture is seen by relation unto 
that end whereto it tendeth. And even hereby it cometh 
to pass, that first such as imagine the general and main 
drift of the body of sacred Scripture not to be so large 
as it is, nor that God did thereby intend to deliver, as in 
truth he doth, a full instruction in all things unto salva- 
tion necessary, the knowledge whereof man by nature 
could not otherwise in this life attain unto; they are by 
this very mean induced either still to look for new reve- 
lations from heaven, or else dangerously to add to the 
word of God uncertain tradition, that so the doctrine of 
man’s salvation may be complete; which doctrine we 
constantly hold an all respects without any such thing added 
to be so complete, that WE UTTERLY REFUSE AS MUCH As 
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ONCE TO ACQUAINT OURSELVES WITH ANYTHING FURTHER. 
Whatsoever to make up the doctrine of man’s salvation 
is added, as in supply of the Scripture’s unsufiiciency, we 
reject it. Scripture purposing this hath perfectly and fully 
done it.” 1 

This last passage may certainly be interpreted, or rather 
explained away, as if it referred only to things necessary 
to salvation; but it appears to me clearly to include 
more. I leave the reader to judge. But we have still 
more decisive testimonies. 

“ He that readeth unto us the Seriptures,” he says 
elsewhere, “ delivereth aux the mysteries of faith.” ? 

“ To urge anything upon the Church requiring thereunto 
that religious assent of Christian belief wherewith the words 
of the holy prophets are received ; to urge anything as part 
of that supernatural and celestially revealed truth which 
God hath taught, and not to shew it in Scripture ; this did 
the antient Fathers evermore think UNLAWFUL, IMPIOUS, 
EXECRABLE.” 3 

And that his views on this point include matters of 
practice as well as matters of faith, that is, that none can 
be considered as certainly of divine or apostolical origin, 
but those that are in the Scriptures, is fully proved by the 
extracts already given in a previous page.* 

On the fourth point, alleging the obscurity of Scripture, 
and the consequent necessity of the traditional interpreta- 
tion for understanding it, he bears this witness ;— 

“ There is in Scripture, therefore, no defect, but that 
any man, what place or calling soever he hold in the 
Church of God, may have thereby the light of his natural 
understanding so perfected, that the one being relieved 
by the other, there can want no part of needful instruction 
unto any good work which God himself requireth, be it 
natural or supernatural, belonging simply unto men as 
men, or unto men as they are united in whatsoever kind 
of society. It sufficeth, therefore, that nature and Scrip- 
ture do serve in such full sort, that they both jointly, and 
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not severally either of them, be so complete, that unto 
everlasting felicity we need not the knowledge of anything 
more than these two may easily furnish our minds with on 
all sides.”! 

“The unsufficiency of the light of nature is, by 
the light of Scripture, so fully and so perfectly herein 
supplied, that further light than this hath added there 
doth not need unto that end [i. e. “that we may attain 
unto life everlasting”’].”? 

“We maintain that, in Scripture, we are taught all 
things necessary unto salvation;”* and a little further 
on, he adds that, in interpreting Scripture, “ between 
true and false construction, the difference reason must 
shew.” 

Again ; “I would know, by some special instance, what 
one article of Christian faith, or what duty required ne- 
cessarily unto all men’s salvation there is, which the very 
reading of the word of God is not apt to notify. Effects 
are miraculous and strange, when they grow by unlikely 
means. But did we ever hear it accounted for a wonder, 
that he which doth read should believe, and live accord- 
ing to the will of Almighty God? (Exod. xxiv. 7.) Read- 
ing doth convey to the mind that truth, without addition or 
diminution, which Scripture hath derived from the Holy 
Ghost. And the end of all Scripture is the same which 
St. John proposeth in the writing of that most divine 
Gospel, namely, faith; and through faith, salvation. 
(John xx. 21.) Yea, all Scripture is to this effect in 
itself available, as they which wrote it were persuaded. 
(Prov. i. 2—4. Rom.i. 16. 2 Tim. iii. 15.); unless we 
suppose that the Evangelist, or others, in speaking of their 
own intent to instruct, and to SAVE BY WRITING, had a secret 
conceit which they never opened unto any ; a conceit, that no 
man in the world should ever be that way the better for any 
sentence by them written, till such time as the same might 
chance to be preached upon, or alleged at the least in a 
sermon, [or, to give another instance, fully included in 
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Hooker’s argument, explained’ by Church-tradition]. 
Otherwise, if he which writeth, do that which is forcible 
wm itself, how should he which readeth, be thought to do 
that which, in itself, is of no force to work belief, and to 
save believers?” 

Again, even still more clearly and pointedly. “'Touch- 
ing hardness, which is the second pretended impediment, 
as against homilies being plain and popular instructions 
it is no bar, so neither doth it infringe the efficacy, no not 
of Scriptures although but read. 'The force of reading, 
how small soever they would have it, must, of necessity, 
be granted sufficient to notify that which is plain or easy 
to be understood. And of things necessary to all men’s 
salvation, we have been hitherto accustomed to hold, (es- 
pecially sithence the publishing of the Gospel of Jesus 
Christ, whereby the simplest having now a hey unto know- 
ledge, which the Eunuch in the Acts (Acts viii. 31) did 
want, OUR CHILDREN MAY OF THEMSELVES, BY READING, 
UNDERSTAND THAT WHICH HE, WITHOUT AN INTERPRETER, 
COULD NoT,) they are in Scripture PLAIN AND EASY TO BE 
UNDERSTOOD. As for those things which at the first are 
obscure and dark, when memory hath laid them up for 
a time, judgment afterwards growing explaineth them. 
Scripture, therefore, is not so hard, but that THE ONLY 
READING THEREOF MAY GIVE LIFE UNTO WILLING HEARERS 
aac Surely if we perish, it is not the lack of scribes 
and learned expounders that can be our just excuse. The 
word which saveth our souls is near us: WE NEED FOR 
KNOWLEDGE BUT TO READ AND LIVE. (Rev. i. 3.) 

Lastly, as it respects the fifth point, as to the authority 
on which we receive the Scriptures as the word of God, 
respecting which Archbishop Laud? and Bishop Stilling- 
fleet* have long ago vindicated the Protestant orthodoxy 
of Hooker against the misrepresentation of the adherents 
of Tradition, he speaks thus ;— 
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“Scripture, indeed, teacheth things above nature; 
things which our reason, by itself, could not reach unto. 
Yet those things, also, we believe; knowing, by reason, 
that the Scripture is the word of God. ... . What with 
him [i. e. Agrippa] did authorize the Prophets, the like 
with us doth cause the rest of the Scripture of God to be 
offeredit 2% Scripture teacheth us that saving 
truth which God hath discovered unto the world by re- 
velation ; and it presumeth us taught otherwise that itself 
is divine and sacred. The question, then, being, by what 
means we are taught this; some answer that to learn it, we 
have no other way than only tradition, as namely, that so 
we believe, because both we from our predecessors, and 
they from theirs, have so received. Burt 1s THis ENOUGH ? 
That which all men’s experience teacheth them, may not 
in anywise be denied. And by experience we all know, 
that the first outward motive, leading men so to esteem of 
the Scripture, is the authority of God’s Church. For 
when we know the whole Church of God hath that opi- 
nion of the Scripture, we judge it, even at the first, an 
impudent thing for any man bred and brought up in the 
Church to be of a contrary mind, without cause. After- 
wards the more we bestow our labour in reading or hear- 
ing the mysteries thereof, the more we find that the thing 
itself doth answer our received opinion concerning it. So 
that the former inducement prevailing somewhat with us 
before, doth now much more prevail, when the very thing 
hath ministered farther reason.” * Upon which passage 
Archbishop Laud observes, “ Here then, again, in his 
[i. e. Hooker’s] judgment, tradition is the first inducement ; 
but the farther reason and ground is the Scripture. And 
resolution of faith ever settles upon the farthest reason it 
can ; not upon the first inducement.” And Bishop Stilling- 
fleet,—“ Can anything be more plain, if men’s meaning 
may be gathered from their words, especially when pur- 
posely they treat of a subject, than that Hooker makes 
the authority of the Church the primary inducement to 
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faith, and that rational evidence which discovers itself in 
the doctrine revealed, to be that which it is finally resolved 
into?” And, moreover, we may add, he distinctly inti- 
mates to us that tradition is not enough to assure us that 
Scripture is the word of God. 

It will throw further light upon his views, however, if 
we add the context following the passage given above. 
“ If infidels or atheists,” he says, “ chance at any time to 
eall it in question, this giveth us occasion to sift what 
reason there is, whereby the testimony of the Church con- 
cerning Scripture, and our own persuasion, which Scrip- 
ture itself hath confirmed, may be proved a truth infallible. 
In which case the antient Fathers, being often constrained 
to shew what warrant they had so much to rely upon the 
Scriptures, endeavoured still to maintain the authority of 
the books of God by arguments, such as unbelievers them- 
selves must needs think reasonable, if they judged thereof 
as they should. Neither is it a thing impossible or 
greatly hard, even by such kind of proofs, so to manifest 
and clear that point, that no man living shall be able to deny 
it, without denying some apparent principle, such as all 
men acknowledge to be true.” 

By these passages, therefore, we may see clearly the 
meaning of Hooker in the following. “ Finally, we all 
believe that the Scriptures of God are sacred, and that 
they have proceeded from God; ourselves we assure that 
we do right well in so believing. We have, for this 
point, a demonstration sound and infallible. But it is not 
the word of God which+doth, or possibly can assure us, 
that we do well to think it his word. For if any one 
book of Scripture did give testimony to all, yet still that 
Scripture which giveth credit to the rest, would require 
another Scripture to give credit unto it; neither could we 
ever come unto any pause whereon to rest our assurance 
this way; so that unless pesipe Scripture there were 
something which might assure us that we do well, we 
could not think we do well, no not in being assured that 
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Scripture is a sacred and holy rule of well-doing.”! This 
passage, when compared with the preceding, presents no 
difficulty; as is shown, both by Archbishop Laud and 
Bishop Stillingfleet. 

In the same guarded and judicious way does Hicuee 
speak on this Bonne in another place. “The voice and 
testimony of the Church,” he says, “ acknowledging Scrip- 
ture to be the law of the living God, is, for the truth and 
certainty thereof, no mean evidence. For if, with reason, 
we may presume upon things which a few men’s deposi- 
tions do testify, suppose we that the minds of men are not, 
both at their first access to the school of Christ, exceed- 
ingly moved, yea, and for ever afterwards, also confirmed 
much, when they consider the main consent of all the 
Churches in the whole world witnessing the sacred au- 
thority of Scriptures, ever sithence the first publication 
thereof even till this present day and hour?”? Doubt- 
less, it is an argument of great power, and a testimony 
which, in its place, and to a certain extent, is necessary. 

Such is the testimony of “ the judicious” Hooker respect- 
ing the system under review. And I suppose, indeed, it 
needs but few arguments to show that, however much 
the Tractators may have endeavoured, in the first in- 
stance, to avail themselves of Hooker’s great name, he 
who held Bishop Jewell to be the worthiest divine that 
Christendom had produced for centuries, and they who 
hold such language respecting the same prelate as the 
Tractators now do, cannot have much agreement with one 
another on such matters. Ss 


Bisnor Morton. 


The passage given by Mr. Keble from Bishop Morton, 
extracted from his will, amounts to little more than a 
statement of the zdentity of his creed with that of the 
Three Creeds, and the first four General Councils; and 
is just one of those passages of doubtful meaning, from 
the quotation of which Mr. Keble has obtained some ap- 
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parent, and but apparent, support for his cause. I will 
give him another passage from the same author still 
stronger, but by no means supporting his views; as will 
clearly be seen, when we come to consider its terms, es- 
pecially when viewing it in its connexion with other pas- 
sages which I shall afterwards adduce. 

“Tt hath been,’ he says, “the common and constant 
profession of all Protestants to stand unto the judgment 
of antiquity for the continuance of the first four hundred 
years, and more, in all things ; which appeareth by their 
undoubted books and testimonies, clearly and universally 
held in those purest times for necessary doctrines of 
faith.””2 

Now the very fact that he quotes “all Protestants” as 
agreeing in this, goes some way to prove that it is not 
equivalent to what our opponents maintain ; for I suppose 
they themselves would not claim “all the Protestants,” 
even of Bishop Morton’s day, as on their side. No; it 
amounts to nothing more than this, that the Protestants, 
conscious that they had, upon the whole, the support of 
antiquity, and that the Romanists had not, openly avowed 
their willingness to be judged by that standard. Such 
an appeal to the testimony of antiquity, was the great sub- 
ject of this work of Bishop Morton. But even there, he 
speaks so as to show that the system under review is 
altogether opposed to his sentiments. 

For the first three points, I would beg the reader’s at- 
tention to the following passages. 

“That which directeth and ordereth man’s soul unto 
God, and to eternity, is his faith ; and the subject matter 
of faith is a truth revealed by the mouth of God, who only 
knoweth the way unto himself. Which, because these 
Apologists have appropriated unto their Romish party, 
wisdom would require that, seeing they undertake to ma- 
nifest this by certain evidence of antiquity, they should 
insist especially in that manner of revelation which 
Christ, the Antient of days, the high and cecumenical 
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Bishop, and the immediate converter of souls, hath com- 
mended unto his Church, to wit, the oracles of the sacred 
Scriptures ; wherein, according to the common consent of 
antient Fathers, all necessary principles of faith and pre- 
cepts of life, are fully registered. But they endeavour 
rather to derive a confirmation of their profession from 
the testimonies. of succeeding Fathers ; not so much pre- 
suming thereby, as may be thought, to evince a demon- 
stration of their religion, as to draw us from the written 
word, the anchor-hold of faith, whereby all men who have 
given up their souls unto Christ, must be judged in the day 
of the Lord. Norwitustanpine we willingly answer this 
their challenge, and directly proceed in our ‘ Appeal’ 
against their ‘ Apology.’”’! That is, notwithstanding we do 
not agree with them in thinking it necessary to go to “ the 
testimonies of succeeding Fathers” for “a confirmation 
of our profession,’ when we have “the oracles of the 
sacred Scriptures,” we yet “willingly answer their chal- 
lenge,” knowing that we have antiquity with us. 

Again; “ Our adversaries, by such their sinister handling 
of the writings of antient Fathers, and wresting of divine 
Scriptures for erecting a new article of faith, do give us 
just cause to suspect their profession herein, and 1n ALL 
DOCTRINES OF FAITH, TO ADHERE PRECISELY TO THE WRIT- 
TEN WORD, AS UNTO THE SUFFICIENT AND INFALLIBLE RULE 
OF FAITH. 2 

“Such is the partial practice of our adversaries in con- 
demning Protestants of impudence for refusing the tes- 
timonies, although but of a few; and yet will he have it 
held a point of learning and wisdom in themselves to re- 
ject, as often as they list, almost all; which their oppost- 
tion unto Fathers might seem more tolerable, if herein they 
did not also cross and thwart the express and plain direc- 
tion of the Spirit of God in the word.’ 

‘ The antient Fathers, with common consent, do pro- 
fess and adore the sufficiency of Scripture in all doctrines 
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necessarily belonging unto points of faith, or precepts of 
life.”! 

“ What good is it that is required unto an avrapkec, 
and full sufficiency in any law, which issueth not abun- 
dantly from this sacred fountain of the written word ?’? 

“ We have heard of the confessed uncertainties of many 
traditional points, of the infallibility of the written word 
unto all believers, from the Fathers, so magnifying the 
sufficiency of the same word in all necessary doctrine, as 
‘without which nothing may be spoken,’ (Theod. and 
Gregory,) ‘nothing delivered, (Damasc.) without which 
there is ‘ no necessary tradition, (Cyprian,) no true ‘ wis- 
dom,’ (August.) ‘ no faith” (Jer. and Orig.) without which 
‘who shall speak, (Ambr.) and ‘woe to them that shall 
speak, (Tertull.) without which it is a ‘sign of infidelity,’ 
(Basil.) ‘and of a devilish spirit to speak,’ (Theoph.); 
because the Scripture is a ‘door against thieves, (Chry- 
sost.) ‘the true balances against all false, (August.) 
the ‘foundation and pillar of faith, (Jer.) the ‘most 
exact canon and rule of truth, (Chrys.) the ‘anchor- 
hold of belief” (Athanas.). And that therefore our con- 
sent must be only from Scriptures (August.), THAT HERE- 
TICS MUST BE COMPELLED TO STAND ONLY UNTO SCRIPTURES 
(Tertull.), that he is an anathema, (Hilar.) whosoever de- 
sireth not that the faith may be tried only by Scriptures, 
(Athanas.) because they are in themselves sufficient for 
our instruction. (Cyril and others.) .. .. Wherefore we 
appeal unto the conscience of every Christian to judge 
whether it do not deeply concern him to adore the suffi- 
ciency of sacred Scripture as the treasure of all truth, 
the chair of Christ, and highest tribunal of souls upon earth ; 
and whether they who, in their cloven mitres, do profess 
the understanding and preaching of the doctrine of the 
two written Testaments, could justly refuse that condition 
which Protestants required of them in the Council of 
Trent, viz., that ‘the Scriptures only might be allowed for 
the rule of deciding of all doctrines necessary for salva- 
tion, or whether they might justly call this condition 
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unjust; or rather, whether this refusal be not, in truth, 
strongly prejudicial against their profession.”? 

“The Romanists are very large in their protestations 
in this behalf, [i. e. “ of consenting unto the Fathers’ ex- 
positions,” ] saying, ‘ When either all, or almost all antient 
Fathers consent in one opinion, or else in the interpreta- 
tion of any one place of Scripture, they may not be im- 
pugned ;’ or thus, ‘When the greater part of Fathers do 
agree in one judgment, we profess this to be a Catholic 
truth. And the Bull of Pope Pius the Fourth, in the 
confirmation of the Council of Trent, prescribeth an oath 
unto all ‘ Bishops, Deans, Canons, and all that have cure 
of souls, together with all that enjoy any places in mo- 
~ nasteries, convents, or houses, and to whatsoever person 
regular, to swear ‘never to receive or use any interpre- 
tation of Scripture, which is not according to the uniform 
consent of antient Fathers.’ Never did the antient Jews 
more boast of their original and descent from Father 
Abraham, than do the Romanists glory in their pretended 
consent of antient Fathers ; yet, as the ostentation of the 
former was condemned of Christ as carnal, so this latter 
may be justly condemned as sophistical. For they affirm 
that ‘the Fathers are to be accounted as doctors, not as 
judges, not necessarily to be obeyed, but to be followed, so 
far as reason shall persuade.” Tuts MIGHT SEEM REASON- 
ABLE, if they had not bound themselves, by oath, to fol- 
low their ‘ uniform assent ; for where there is a necessity 
of duty challenging the assent, there is no place left for 
liberty of ‘ persuasion by reason.’ ”? 

“To conclude, we find not any tradition absolutely un- 
written, (whether doctrinal or ceremonial,) delivered by the 
Fathers, to be of that nature, as that it ought to be em- 
braced, (this is the Romish profession,) with the like 
godly affection and reverence, as we do the sacred Scrip- 
tures. This we hold to be, in divinity, more than a para- 
dox.”’ But, of course, if he had supposed that there were 
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any such traditions entitled to be received as “ precious 
Apostolical relics,” this is an observation he could not 
have made. 

And so a little further on, having noticed various ce- 
remonial ordinances claiming to be considered Aposto- 
lical traditions, he speaks of “ the uncertainty of such like 
traditions.”? 

And noticing the profession of the Romish clergy to 
interpret Scripture only according to the “ uniform con- 
sent of antient Fathers,” (which is so fully adopted by the 
Tractators, as that they make that consent part of the 
rule of faith,) he says, “which they neither can, nor do per- 
form; adding, in the margin, “ For what one of a 
thousand doth read all the Fathers, to try their consent 
in all interpretations ?””* 

On the fourth point, as to the obscurity of Scripture, 
the following may suffice. 

“This displayeth the now Romish inhibition to be but 
indeed a pernicious innovation; whereby Rome, of a 
mother, is become a stepdame ; dehorting her people from 
the reading of Scripture, because, forsooth, of the mar- 
vellous ‘ obscurities’ thereof. Which argument doth fight 
against the conscience, first, of their own Jesuit Acosta, 
who saith, that ‘our gracious God hath marvellously pro- 
vided in holy writ that the most rude reading in humility 
may profit thereby; secondly, against experience,— J 
have seen, saith he, some men utterly unlearned, and scarce 
knowing Latin, who have gathered out of the Scripture such 
profound knowledge, that I marvelled at them ; but the spi- 
ritual man judgeth all things.’ ’’s 

On the subject of the fifth position, he had not occa- 
sion to speak; but, of course, this falls with those that 
have preceded it; because it is not the truth or validity of 
the tradition relating to matters of fact, as to the ge- 
nuineness, &e. of the sacred books, or the truth of the 
tradition respecting the doctrine of the inspiration of 
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Scripture, that is called in question; or that such tradi- 
tion is an introductory motive to induce us to believe that 
doctrine; but only whether this or any Church-tradition 
is a divine informant, an authoritative testimony, binding 
the conscience to immediate assent; which it is evident 
from the preceding extracts, that Bishop Morton did not 
hold it to be. 
Bisnop Hat. 

The extract given from Bishop Hall by Mr. Keble, 
consists of two sentences occurring in a sermon of his 
preached before Convocation in 1623,1 which prove 
nothing more than that “we, of the Reformed Church,” 
receive all those points which are maintained in “ the pri- 
mitive creeds,” “the four General Councils,” and by “the 
concordant judgment of the Fathers for the first six hun- 
dred years from Christ.” But this is not the point in 
question. It is a matter totally distinct from that which 
Mr. Keble adduces it to support. This fact will be ad- 
mitted by many who are altogether opposed to those 
views in support of which he urges it. And such will be 
found to be the case as it respects Bishop Hall, whose 
sentiments on the points now in question are very clearly 
manifested in other parts of his writings. 

As it respects the first point, viz. the divine origin 
of Church-tradition, the following extracts will show 
Bishop Hall’s mind. 

“ As for those traditions which they do thus lift up to 
an unjust competition with the Written Word, our Saviour 
hath beforehand humbled them into the dust. ‘In vain 
do they worship me, teaching for doctrines the command- 
ments of men.’ Matt. xv.9. Making this a sufficient 
cause of abhorring both the persons and the services of 
those Jews, that they thrust human traditions into God’s 
chair, and respected them equally with the institutions of 
God. Cardinal Bellarmin would shift it off with a@ dis- 
tinction of traditions. ‘These were such, saith he, quas 
acceperant a recentioribus, ke. as they had received from 
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some later hands; whereof some were vain, some others 
pernicious ; not such as they received from Moses and the 
Prophets.’ ... But this is to cast mists before the eyes 
of the simple; for who sees not that our Saviour’s challenge 
is general, t0 TRADITIONS THUS ADVANCED, not to these or 
those traditions? And where he speaks of some later 
hands, he had forgotten that our Saviour upon the Mount 
tells him eppeOy rove apyarorc: that these faulted traditions 
WETOOP OUT ies EX Let them be able to deduce any Evan- 
gelical tradition from the Apostles, and we are ready to em- 
brace it with all observance.”! 

“As for oral traditions, what certainty can there be in 
them? What foundation of truth can be laid upon the 
breath of man? How do we see the reports vary of those 
things which our eyes have seen done! How do they 
multiply in their passage, and either grow or die upon 
hazards!’? 

“What is grounded upon the divine word must needs 
be irrefragably true, that which upon human traditions 
either must or may be erroneous.” 3 

Church-tradition, then, is no divine informant, accord- 
ing to Bishop Hall. 

Let us proceed to the second and third points. 

“What can be more full and clear,” says the bishop, 
“than that of St. Austin? ‘In these things which are 
openly laid forth in Scripture are found all matters that 
contain either faith or manners. Cardinal Bellarmin’s 
elusion is not a little prejudicial to his own cause. He 
tells us, that St, Austin speaks of those points which are 
simply necessary to salvation for all men, all which he 
acknowledges to be written by the Apostles; ‘ But, be- 
sides these there are many other things,’ saith he, ‘ which 
we have only by tradition,’ [which is just what our authors 
say. And how does Bishop Hall meet it? Thus.] Weil 


1 Old Religion, ch. 12. § 2. Works, ed. Pratt, vol. 9. p. 288. 
"Tbs, 3. 
3 Sermon on “ The best bargain.” Sept. 21, 1623. 
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it not therefore hence follow that the common sort of Chris- 
tians need not look at his traditions ?” 1 

Again; “ Even the very light of reason shows us that 
as there is a God, so that he is a most wise and most just 
God. Needs, therefore, must it follow, that if this most 
just and wise God will give a word, whereby to reveal 
himself and his will to mankind, it must be a perfect 
word; for, as his wisdom knows what is fit for his creature 
to know of himself, so his justice will require nothing of 
the creature but what he hath enabled him to know and 
do. Now, then, since he requires us to know him, to 
obey him, it must needs follow that he hath left us so 
exquisite a rule of this knowledge and obedience as cannot 
admit of any defect, or any supplement. 'THIs RULE CAN 
BE NO OTHER THAN HIS WRITTEN WORD; therefore written 
that it might be preserved entire for this purpose to the 
last date of time.” * 

‘“ How miserably,’ he sarcastically remarks, “ were 
every one of the learned Fathers of the Church blinded, 
that they could never either see or acknowledge any other 
rule of faith !” 3 

And so in his sermon to the Synod of Dort he says, 
“No one can doubt that the Holy Spirit, speaking in the 
sacred Scripture, ought to be the Judge of Controversies.’ 

The second of these passages also clearly shows us his 
opinion as to the notion that there are any important re- 
vealed points not contained in Scripture, for if “the 
written word” is “so exquisite a rule of this knowledge 
and obedience as cannot admit of any defect, or any sup- 
plement,” there cannot be any important revealed truths 
not conveyed to us in it, and for which we are indebted 
only to tradition. 

The following, however, are perhaps still more clear on 


1 Old Rel. ch. 12. § 1. 2albasres 

3 No Peace with Rome, § 4. 

* Judicem esse debere controversiarum Spiritum Sanctum in sacra Scrip- 
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the point. “ St. Augustine’s words [alluding to the passage 
quoted above] are full and comprehensive, expressing all 
those things which contain either faith or manners, whether 
concerning governors or PEOPLE. If now they can find out 
anything that belongs not either to belief or action, we do 
willingly give it up to their traditions, but atu THINGS 
WHICH PERTAIN TO EITHER OF THOSE ARE OPENLY COM- 
PRIZED IN Scripture.” “ Whatsoever is not written, by 
this rule [i. e. one quoted from Tertullian] may not be 
obtruded to our belief.” ! 

On the alleged obscurity of the Scriptures urged in the 
fourth position, his opinion may be judged from the follow- 
ing ;— 

“ Yet one step more. Our question is, Whether the 
Scripture be easy or most obscure, and whether in all 
essential points it do not INTERPRET ITSELF, So as what is 
hard in one place is openly laid forth in another. Hear 
the judgment of the Old Church anv ours. ‘ All things 
are clear and plain, and nothing contrary in the Scrip- 
tures, saith Epiphanius. ‘Those things which seem 
doubtfully and obscurely spoken in some places of Scrip- 
ture, are expounded by them which in other places are 
open and plain, saith Basil. What could Calvin and 
Luther say more ?” 

And having quoted several other passages from Au- 
gustine and Chrysostom, he concludes with the two fol- 
lowing from the latter. “He [i. e. Chrysostom] makes 
this difference betwixt the philosophers and Apostles, 
‘The philosophers speak obscurely, but the Apostles and 
Prophets, saith he, ‘ contrarily make all things delivered 
by them clear and manifest; and, as the common teachers 
of the world, have so expounded all things, that EVERY MAN 
may OF HIMSELF by BARE READING learn those things 
which are spoken. Yea, lastly, so far he goes in this 
point as that he asketh, ‘ Wherefore needeth a preacher ? 
all things are clear and plain in the divine Scriptures ; 
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but because ye are delicate hearers, and seek delight in 
hearing, therefore ye seek for preachers.’” ? 

“It is not to be imagined that the same word of God 
which speaks for all other truths should not speak for 
itself. How fully doth it display its own sufficiency and 
perfection! ‘All Scripture,’ saith the Chosen Vessel, ‘is 
given by inspiration of God; and is profitable for doc- 
trine, for reproof, for correction, for instruction in righteous- 
ness.’ 2 Tim. iii. 16. ‘ Profitable,’ saith the Cardinal, ‘but 
not sufficient. Many things may avail to that end whereto 
they suffice not; so meat is profitable to nourish, but without 
natural heat it nourisheth not. Thus he. Hear yet what 
followeth,—‘ That the man of God may be perfected and 
throughly furnished unto all good works.’ 2 Tim. iii. 17. 
Lo, it is so profitable to all these services, that thereby it 
perfects a divine, MUCH MORE AN ORDINARY CHRISTIAN. 
That which is so profitable as to cause perfection is 
abundantly sufficient, and must needs have full perfection 
in itself. That which can perfect the teacher is sufficient 
for THE LEARNER.” * 

Against the last position, as to our receiving the Scrip- 

tures on the authority of Church-tradition, the following 
may suffice, 

“This is yet most shamefully injurious, to deny unto the 
word of God credit of itself, avromtortay ; and so to hang 
the Scriptures upon the Church, that they must needs beg 
all their authority from the voices of men.” 3 This remark, 
I need hardly observe, is as forcible against the views of 
the Tractators on this point, as against those of the Ro- 
manists. And in his “Serious dissuasive from Popery,” 
(div. 2. § 5.), he quotes several passages from Augustine 
and Chrysostom, showing that, in their view, the Scrip- 
tures are not to be received “on the authority of the 
Church.” 

Can it be a question, then, as to what would have been 


1 Serious Diss. from Popery, Div. 2. § 3. 
2 Old Rel. ch. 12. § 2. 3 No Peace with Rome, § 4. 
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Bishop Hall’s sentiments respecting the system under 
consideration ? 


ArcHBISHOP Laub. 


The next witness whose testimony we propose to 
examine is Archbishop Laud, and there can be little 
doubt that the Archbishop took tolerably high views of 
Church-authority, and its correlative points, and accord- 
ingly he is a great favourite with the Tractators. Mr. 
Keble has, therefore. given us a passage from his con- 
ference with Fisher the Jesuit; a passage, however, in 
which there is not one word about tradition from beginning 
to end. And this is the more extraordinary, because in 
this very work the Archbishop has entered somewhat 
fully into this question of tradition; and if it shall turn 
out that the views of the Archbishop are entirely op- 
posed to Mr. Keble’s, then I think that the reader will 
agree with me in thinking that Mr. Keble’s fondness for 
the notions he has imbibed on this subject has betrayed 
him into much unfairness. His reference, moreover, in 
this case would be singularly unfortunate, for if Archbishop 
Laud opposes his views, a fortiori are they contrary to 
those of the great body of the English clergy on such a 
point. 

Now, as to the first point, the Archbishop says,—* Even 
in those fundamental things in which the whole universal 
Church neither doth nor can err, yet even there her au- 
thority is not divine, because she delivers those superna- 
tural truths by promise of assistance, yet tyed to means; 
and not by any special immediate revelation, which is neces- 
sarily required to the very least degree of Divine authority. 
And therefore our worthies do not only say, but prove, ‘that 
all the Church’s constitutions are of the nature of human 
law.’ Andsomeamong you, not unworthy for their learn- 
ing, prove it at large, ‘ that all the Chureh’s Testimony, or 
Voice, or Sentence, (call it what you will, ) is but suo modo or 
aliquo modo, not simply, but in a manner divine.’ Yea, and 
A. C. himself, after all his debate, comes to that and no 
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farther, ‘That the Tradition of the Church is, at least in 
some sort, divine and infallible. Now that which is 
divine but in a sort or manner, be it the Church’s man- 
ner, is aliquo modo non divina, in a sort not divine. But 
this great principle of faith, the ground and proof of what- 
soever else is of faith, [viz. that Scripture is the word of 
God,] cannot stand firm upon a proof that is and is not, 
in a manner and not in a manner, divine.” 4 

“You have been often enough told (were truth and not 
the maintaining of a party the thing you seek for), that 
if you will show us any such unwritten word of God de- 
livered by his Prophets and Apostles, we will acknow- 
ledge it to be divine and infallible.”* Here the ground 
taken by the Archbishop is manifestly what we contend 
for, viz. that there is nothing remaining to us which can 
be shown to be the word of God but the Scriptures; as is 
confirmed also by the following. “Therefore Tradition 
must be taken two ways. Either as it is the Church’s 
act delivering, or the thing thereby delivered, AND THEN IT 
IS HUMAN AUTHORITY OR FROM IT, and unable infallibly 
to warrant divine faith, or to be the object of it. Or 
else, as it is the unwritten word of God, and then wHERE- 
EVER IT CAN BE MADE TO APPEAR §0, it is of divine and 
infallible authority, no question. But then I would have 
A. C. consider where he is in this particular. He tells 
us,‘ We must know infallibly that the books of Holy 
Scripture are divine, and that this must be done by un- 
written Tradition, but so as that this tradition is the word 
of God unwritten.” Mow let him but prove that this or 
any tradition which the Church of Rome stands upon is 
the word of God though unwritten, and the business is 
ended. But A. C. must not think that because the Tra- 
dition of the Church tells me these books are Verbum 
Dei, God’s Word, and that I do both honour and believe 
this tradition, that therefore this tradition itself is God’s 


' Relation of the Conference between Laud and Fisher, § 16.n. 6. 4th 
ed. 1686. p. 42. 
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word too, and so absolutely sufficient and infallible to work 
this belief in me.” 1 Here we see that even in that Church- 
tradition that Scripture is the word of God, the Arch- 
bishop utterly repudiates the idea that such a tradition is 
to be received as an unwritten word of God, a divine in- 
formant, or as “‘ sufficient and infallible to work belief in 
him” of what it testifies. 

These extracts, therefore, of themselves form also a 
complete answer to our opponents on the fifth point; but 
for that part of the question, I shall add to them presently. 

The reader will see the importance of such extracts from 
Archbishop Laud, and therefore I make no apology for 
adding more. If such passages from Archbishop Laud do 
not settle the question as to the opposition of the views of 
the Tractators on this matter to those of the English 
Church, it-is difficult to conceive what will do so. 

“For the tradition of the Church, then,” he says, “certain 
it is we must distinguish the Church before we can judge 
right of the validity ofthe Tradition. For if the speech 
be of the prime Christian Church, the Apostles, disciples, 
and such as had 1MMEDIATE REVELATION from heaven, no 
question but the voice and tradition of this Church is 
divine, not aliquo modo, in a sort, but simply, and the 
word of God from them is of like validity, written or de- 
livered. And against this tradition (of which kind this, 
‘That the books of Seripture is the word of God,’ is the 
most general and uniform) the Church of England never 
excepted. And when St. Augustine said, ‘I would not 
believe the gospel unless the authority of the Catholic 
Church moved me,’... . some of your own will not 
endure should be understood save of the Church in the 
time of the Apostles only, aud some of the Church in ge- 
neral, not excluding after ages, but sure to include Christ 
and his Apostles. And the certainty is there, abundance 
of certainty in itself, BUT HOW FAR THAT 18 EVIDENT TO 
US SHALL AFTER APPEAR. But this will not serve your 
turn. The tradition of the present Church must be as 

' Tb. § 16.n.9. p. 45. 
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infallible as that of the primitive. But the contrary to 
this is proved before [referring to the passage first quoted], 
because this voice of the present Church is not simply 
divine.”! 

And let not Mr. Keble deceive himself here as to the 
meaning of the Archbishop, from his use of the phrase 
“ the present Church ;” for what he means by it is, the 
Church in its post-apostolic state, as is evident, not 
merely from the conclusion of the above sentence, but 
because, in another passage,? he quotes Cyril and Augus- 
tine as speaking of the present Church, and uses the 
phrase with reference to the time of Basil.’ 

And the distinction which the Archbishop makes be- 
tween the tradition of the Apostles, or the Church when 
under their guidance, and the tradition of the post-apo- 
stolic Church, is an important one. The former only he 
allows to be divine, the latter he affirms to rest upon the 
authority of Scripture. “I have often,” he says, “ heard 
some wise men say, That the Jesuit in the Church of 
Rome, and the Precise Party in the Reformed Churches, 
agree in many things, though they would seem most to 
differ. And surely this is one, for both of them differ 
extremely about tradition. The one in magnifying it, 
and exalting it into Divine authority, the other vilifying 
and depressing it almost beneath human. And yet even 
in these different ways both agree in this consequent, 
‘ That the sermons and preachings by word of mouth of 
the lawfully-sent pastors and doctors of the Church, are 
able to breed in us divine and infallible faith. Nay, 
‘are the very word of God.” “ For [adds the Arch- 
bishop here in a note] THis A. C. sAys EXPRESSLY OF 
TRADITION.” * He would have been rather more sur- 
prised to hear such language from divines of the Church 
of England and himself quoted in support of their views. 

Again ; having spoken of “ the tradition of the Church 
of the Apostles themselves,” he adds, “ As for the tradi- 


' Ib. § 16. n. 20, 21, p. 52, 2 Ib. § 16. n. 33. p. 66. 
3 Ib. § 16. n. 26. p. 59. * Ib. § 16. n. 3]. p. 64. 
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tion of after ages, in and about which miracles and divine 
power were not so evident, we believe them (by Gandavo's 
full confession) because they do not preach other things than 
those former, the Apostles, left 1’ SCRIPTIS CERTISSIMIS, IN 
MOST CERTAIN Scripture. And it appears by men in the 
middle ages, that these writings were vitiated in nothing, 
by the concordant consent in them of all succeeders to 
our own time.”! “ That we must rely upon this tradi- 
tion [i.e. the tradition of the post-apostolic Church] as 
divine and infallible, and able to breed in us divine and 
infallible faith, as A. C. adds, is A PROPOSITION WHICH, IN 
THE TIMES OF THE PRIMITIVE CHURCH, WOULD HAVE BEEN 
ACCOUNTED VERY DANGEROUS, AS INDEED IT 1s. For I 
would fain know why leaning too much upon tradition 
may not mislead Christians as well as it did the Jews.” 2 
“ Now, since we go the same way with you so far as you 
go right, and a better way than you where you go wrong, 
WE NEED NOT ADMIT ANY OTHER WORD OF GOD THAN WE 
po.”3 “If this company of men [i. e. the Roman bishop 
and his clergy] be infallibly assisted, whence is it that this 
very company have erred so dangerously as they have, not 
only in some other things, but even in this particular, by 
equalling the tradition of the present Church to the written 
word of God? WHICH IS A DOCTRINE UNKNOWN TO THE 
PRIMITIVE CHURCH, AND WHICH FRETS UPON THE VERY 
FOUNDATION ITSELF BY JUSTLING WITH IT;” where by the 
present Church he means, as before, the post-apostolic 
Church, as is evident from his reference to Basil, in his 
note on this passage.* 
So much for Archbishop Laud’s advocacy of church- 
tradition as a divine informant. 
But it may be said, the Archbishop speaks also of the 
, tradition of the Apostles, and he calls that divine. True, 
and who will not agree with him in so doing? But he 
also added, “ How far that is evident to us shall after 
appear.” Now as far as that tradition was oral, it can 


1 Tb. § 16. n. 32. p. 66. 2 Th. § 18. n. 4. note, p. 78. 
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come to us only through the medium of Church-tradition; 
and not only does the Archbishop deny the divine autho- 
rity of that Church-tradition, but he denies it in that 
very point in which it is “‘ most general and uniform,” and 
claims, more than in all others, to be considered as deliver- 
ing the prime Apostolical tradition, viz. in the point that 
Scripture is the word of God. 

That he considers that that which comes to us as Apo- 
stolical tradition, on the authority of Church-tradition, has 
not divine authority, is evident from the following pas- 
sage. He is still speaking as to the authority upon 
which we receive Scripture as the word of God, and 
having observed, “ We use the tradition of the present 
Church as the first motive, not as the last resolution of 
our faith; we resolve only into prime tradition Aposto- 
lical and Scripture itself,’ he adds,—* Secondly, you 
pretend, we do not nor cannot know the prime Apostoli- 
cal tradition but by the tradition of the present Church, 
and that, therefore, if the tradition of the present Church 
be not God’s unwritten word and divine, we cannot yet 
know Scripture to be Scripture by a divine authority. 
Well! suppose I could not know the prime tradition 
divine but by the present Church, yet it doth not follow 
that therefore I cannot know Scripture to be the word of 
God by a divine authority, because divine tradition is not 
the sole and only means to prove it. For suppose I had 
not, nor could have, full assurance of Apostolical tradition 
divine, yet the moral persuasion, reason, and force of the 
present Church, is ground enough to move any reason- 
able man that it is fit he should read the Scripture, and 
esteem very reverently and highly of it. And this once 
done, the Scripture hath then in and home arguments 
enough to put a soul that hath but ordinarily grace out of . 


‘ In the edition from which I quote, that of 1686 fol., it runs, “ the prime 
tradition zo be divine.” But the words to e appear so manifestly an erratum, 
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» doubt that Scripture is the word of God, infallible and 
divine.” 4 
Here it is evident that the Archbishop grants, that that 
which comes to us as “ Apostolical tradition divine” on 
the authority of Church-tradition, has not divine autho- 
rity ; and that if the Apostolical tradition that Scripture 
is the word of God could only be so conveyed to us, the 
report we thus have of it would not have divine autho- 
rity. But the Archbishop evidently thought that it could 
be otherwise conveyed to us, namely, (as other passages 
show him to mean,) in the declarations of the Apostles 
in Scripture, that they spake by the Holy Ghost. That 
he is referring to this latter tradition is evident from the 
following among other passages ;—* The Scriptures say- 
ing from the mouths of the prophets, ‘Thus saith the 
Lord,’ and from the mouths of the Apostles, that ‘ the 
Holy Ghost spake by them,’ are at least as able and as 
fit to bear witness to their own verity, as the Church is to 
bear witness to her own traditions by bare saying they 
come from the Apostles.”* “The Jews never had, nor 
can have, any other proof that the Old Testament is the 
word of God than we have of the New. For theirs was 
delivered by Moses and the prophets, and ours was deli- 
vered by the Apostles, which were prophets too. The 
Jews did believe their Scripture by a Divine authority. 
For so the Jews argue themselves; St. John ix. ‘ We 
know that God spake with Moses.’ And that therefore 
they could no more err in following Moses, than they 
could in following God himself. And our Saviour seems 
to infer as much, St. John v. where he expostulates with 
the Jews thus, ‘ If you believe not Moses his writings, 
how should you believe me?’ Now how did the Jews 
_know that God spake to Moses?) How? Why, appa- 
rently the same way that is before set down. First, by 
Tradition. So St. Chrysostom; ‘ We know; why, by 
whose witness do you know? By the testimony of our 
ancestors. But he speaks not of their immediate ancestors, 
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but their prime, which were prophets, and whose testimony , 
was divine, into which, NAMELY THEIR WRITINGS, the Jews 

did resolve their faith... . They resolved their faith 

higher, and into a more inward principle, than an ear to 

their immediate ancestors and their tradition.” 1 That is, 

the prime prophetical tradition contained in the writings 

of the Old Testament, that those writings were the word 

of God, was that into which the Jews resolved their faith 

as alone of divine authority ; and in the same way the 

prime Apostolical tradition contained in the writings of 

the New Testament, that those writings are the word of 
God, is alone of divine authority with us on this point, 

and not that record of this tradition which the post-apo- 

stolic Church has delivered to us. . 

Now from these extracts it clearly follows that Arch- 
bishop Laud did not hold Church tradition to be any part 
of the rule of faith, for that cannot be a part of the rule of 
faith in things belonging to God which is not a divine 
informant, and has not divine authority; and indeed he 
directly asserts that he admits “no infallible rule but 
Scripture only.”? And so again, “ I admit no ordinary 
rule left in the Church of divine and infallible verity, and 
so of faith, but the Scripture.” § 

That he would have advocated the utility of Church- 
tradition to lead men to the acceptance of the truth, that 
he accepted the interpretation given to Scripture by the 
general testimony of the best antient ecclesiastical writers, 
and was willing to have his orthodoxy, and that of his 
Church, judged by it, are points readily granted, but it 
was not any part of his rule of faith. 

On the second, third, and fourth points, therefore, 
maintained by the Tractators, these extracts show that 
Archbishop Laud is opposed to them. 

Nay, as it respects the fourth point, that Church tradi- 
tion is a necessary part of the rule of faith in the funda- 
mental articles, on account of the obscurity of Scripture, 
he expresses himself thus strongly against such a notion. 


1 Ib. § 18-n. 5. p.79.. ? Ib. § 26.n.4. p. 1295 * Ib. § 38.n.52 p. 215. 
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“ Now A. C. would know what is to be done for 
reuniting of a Church divided in doctrine of the Faith, 
when this remedy by a General Council cannot be had ; 
Sure Christ our Lord, saith he, hath provided some rule, 
some judge, in such and such like cases, to procure unity 
and certainty of belief. I believe so too; for he hath left 
an Infallible Rule, the Scripture ; and that by the manifest 
places init, WHICH NEED NO DISPUTE, NO EXTERNAL JUDGE 
as able to settle unity and certainty of belief in necessaries 
to salvation. .... And therefore A. C. does not well to 
make that a crime, that the Protestants admit no infalli- 
ble rule but the Scripture only, or, as he (I doubt, not 
without some scorn) terms it, beside only Scripture. For 
what need is there of another, since this is most infallible, 
and the same which the antient Church of Christ admitted ? 
And if it were sufficient for the ancient Church to guide 
them, and direct their Councils, why should it be now 
held insufficient for us, at least till a free General Coun- 
cil may be had? And it hath both the conditions which 
Bellarmine requires to a rule, namely, that it be certain, 
and that it be known. ‘ For if it be not certain, it is no 
rule; and if it be not known, it is no rule to us.’ Now 
the Romanists dare not deny but this rule is certain, and 
that it is sufficiently known in the manifest places of it, and 
such as are necessary to salvation, none of the antients did 
ever deny ; so there's an infallible rule. Nor need there be 
such fear of a private spirit in these manifest things, wHICcH 
BEING BUT READ OR HEARD TEACH THEMSELVES.” ! “ The 
first immediate fundamental points of faith without which 
there is no salvation, as they cannot be proved by reason, 
so neither need they be determined by any Council, nor 
ever were they attempted, they are so plain set down in the 
Scripture.” * 

As it respects the fifth position, we have already quoted 
sufficient to show how totally the Archbishop was opposed 
to it; but it may be worth while to add one or two more 
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extracts on that point, to show more fully the precise 
nature of his views respecting it. 

“ I doubt,” he says, “ this question, ‘ How do you know 
Scripture to be Scripture, hath done more harm than you 
will ever be able to help by Tradition? But I must follow 
that way which you draw me.”1 “ It seems to me very 
necessary,? that we be able to prove the books of Scrip- 
ture to be the word of God by some authority that is abso- 
lutely divine. For if they be warranted unto us by any 
authority less than divine, then all things contained in 
them, which have no greater assurance than the Scrip- 
ture in which they are read, are not objects of divine 
belief. And that once granted will enforce us to yield, 
that all the articles of Christian belief have no greater 
assurance than human or moral faith or credulity can 
afford. An authority, then, simply divine, must make 
good the Seriptures’ infallibility, at least in the last reso- 
lution of our faith in that point. This authority cannot 
be any testimony or voice of the Church alone. For the 
Church consists of men subject to error; and no one of 
them since the Apostles’ times hath been assisted with so 
plentiful a measure of the Blessed Spirit as to secure him 
from being deceived ; and all the parts being all liable to 
mistaking, and fallible, the whole cannot possibly be infal- 
lible in and of itself, and privileged from being deceived 
in some things or other. And even in those fundamental 
things in which the whole universal Church neither doth 
nor can err, yet even there her authority is not divine, 
because she delivers those supernatural truths by promise 
of assistance, yet tied to means, and not by any special 
immediate revelation, which is necessarily required to the 
very least degree of divine authority.”* “ Tradition of 


I Tb. § 16.0; Up.38. 

° Here the Archbishop adds in a note,—“ And this is so necessary, that 
Bellarmine confesses, that if Tradition, which he relies upon, be not divine, 
he and his can have no faith. Non habemus fidem. Fides enim verbo Dei 
nititur. L.4. De Verbo Dei. c. 4. §. At si ita est.” 

? Tb. §16.n.6. p. 42. 
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the present Church is the first moral motive to belief. 
But the belief itself, That the Scripture is the word of 
God, rests upon the Scripture.’ And he adds, in a note, 
“ Orig. 4, wepe apxwy, c. 1, went this way, yet was he a 
great deal nearer the prime tradition than we are. For 
being to prove that the Scriptures were inspired from 
God, he saith, ‘ De hoe assignabimus ex ipsis divinis 
Scripturis, que nos competenter moverint, &c.”! “ When, 
therefore, the Fathers say, ‘ We have the Scriptures by 
tradition, or the like, either they mean the tradition of 
the Apostles themselves delivering it, and there when it 
is known to be such [the italics are the Archbishop’s] we 
may resolve our faith; or if they speak of the present 
Church, then they mean that the tradition of it is that by 
which we first receive the Scripture, as by an according 
means to the prime tradition. But because it is not sim- 
ply divine, we cannot resolve our faith into it, nor settle 
our faith upon it, till it resolve itself into the prime tradi- 
tion of the Apostles or the Scripture, or both ; and there 
we rest with it. And you cannot show an ordinary consent 
of Fathers, nay can you, or any of your Quarter, show any 
one Father of the Church, Greek or Latin, that ever said, 
we are to resolve our faith that Scripture is the word of 
God into the tradition of the present Church?”? “So 
then the way lies thus (as far as it appears to me); The 
credit of Scripture to be divine resolves finally into that 
faith which we have touching God himself, and in the 
same order. For as that, so this hath three main grounds 
to which all other are reducible. The first is, the tradi- 
tion of the Church, and this leads us to a reverent per- 
suasion of it. The second is, the light of nature, and 
this shows us how necessary such a revealed learning is, 
and that no other way it can be had. Nay more, that all 
proofs brought against any point of faith neither are nor 
can be demonstrations, but soluble arguments. The 
third is, the light of the text itself, in conversing where- 
with we meet with the Spirit of God inwardly inclining 


1 Tb. § 16. n. 21. p. 54. 2 Ib. § 16. n. 33. p. 66. 
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our hearts, and sealing the full assurance of the suffi- 
ciency of all three unto us. And then, and not before, 
we are certain that the Scripture is the word of God, 
both by divine and by infallible proof. But our cer- 
tainty is by faith, and so voluntary, not by knowledge of 
such principles as in the light of nature can enforce assent 
whether we will or no.”1 “ Certain it is, that by human 
authority, consent, and proof, a man may be assured infal- 
libly that the Scripture is the word of God, by an acquired 
habit of faith, cui non subest falsum, under which nor 
error nor falsehood is. But he cannot be assured infal- 
libly, by divine faith, cui subesse non potest falsum, into 
which no falsehood can come, but by a divine testimony. 
This testimony is absolute in Scripture itself, delivered by 
the Apostles for the word of God, and so sealed to our souls 
by the operation of the Holy Ghost. 'That which makes 
way for this as an introduction and outward motive, is 
the tradition of the present Church.”* “ Tradition doth 
but morally and probably confirm the authority of Scrip- 
ture.” 3 

So also as to the accuracy of our copies of the Scrip- 
tures, the Archbishop says, “ As it [i.e. tradition] is the 
first moral inducement to persuade that Scripture is the 
word of God, so is it also the first but moral still that the 
Bible we now have is a true copy of that which was first 
written. But then, as in the former, so in this latter for 
the true copy, the last resolution of our faith cannot pos- 
sibly rest upon the naked tradition of the present Church, 
but must by and with it go higher to other helps and 
assurances. Where I hope A. C. will confess we have 
greater helps to discover the truth or falsehood of a copy 
than we have means to look into a tradition ; or especially 
to sift out this truth, That it was a divine and infallible 
revelation by which the originals of Scripture were first 
written; that being far more the subject of this inquiry 
than the copy, which according to art and science may be 


1 Tb. § 16. n.34. punct. 9. p. 74, ? Ib. § 19. n.1. pp. 80, 81. 
3 Ib. § 16. n. 31. p, 63. 
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examined by former preceding copies close up to the very 
Apostles’ times.” “The Scripture being put in writing 
is a thing visibly existent, and if any error be in the 
print, it is easily corrigible by former copies. Tradition 
as not so easily observed, nor so safely kept.” * 

I might add other points of disagreement between 
Archbishop Laud and the Tractators, not unimportant ; 
such, for instance, as that General Councils may err 
against “ fundamental verity,” though not “ easily ;”? and 
the jealousy of the Tractators of the term Protestant 
being applied to the Church of England, while the 
Archbishop expressly applies that appellation to her, and 
uniformly includes her as part of the Protestant Body. 
“ The Church of England,” he says, “ is Protestant too.” 4 
But into these points our limits forbid us to enter. 

The extracts given above, then, clearly show, that at 
least in all the main points of the system under review 
the Archbishop was entirely opposed to the views of the 
Tractators. 


Dr. Tuomas Jackson. 


The next author to whose testimony I would draw the 
attention of the reader, is that learned and able divine, 
Dr. Thomas Jackson. The extract which Mr. Keble has 
given us from his writings certainly cannot be said to be 
an unfair one, for testimony more explicit and direct than 
it contains against the system under review, the most 
decided opponent of that system could hardly desire. 
For instance, let the reader observe the following pas- 
sages, taken from that extract: “ Our Church, according 
to Vincentius his rule, admits a growth or proficiency in 
faith, in that it holds not only those propositions which 
are expressly contained in Scripture, but such as may by 
necessary consequence be deduced out of them for points of 
faith, and this growth is still in eodem genere, from the 
same root. Other points of faith besides these our Church 


1 Tb. § 16. n. 30. p. 63. 2 Tb. § 16. n. 27. pp. 59, 60. 
S1b..1§ 02. Deo pols 8: 4 Tb. § 35. n. 6. punct. 4. p. 192. 
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admitteth none, but ties even her Prelates and Governors 
to obtrude no other doctrines as points of faith upon their 
auditors, than such as are either expressly contained in 
Scriptures, or may infallibly be deduced from them.” (p. 21.) 
“ The second addition made by the Roman Church 
unto the antient canon of faith is a transcendent one and 
illimited; and that is, the making of ecclesiastical tradi- 
tion to be an integral part of the canon of faith. Tuts 
DOTH NOT ONLY POLLUTE BUT UNDERMINE THE WHOLE 
FABRIC OF THE HOLY PRIMITIVE AND CATHOLIC FAITH.” 
(p. 23.) And lest the Tractators should say that this only 
refers to Romish traditions which have no ground in 
Scripture, not to Church tradition as the expounder of 
Scripture, let us observe what follows ;—“ We affirm with 
antiquity, and in particular with Vincentius Lirinensis, 
that the Canon of Scripture is a rule of faith, perfect for 
quantity, AND SUFFICIENT FOR QUALITY; that is, it con- 
tains all things in it that are necessary to salvation, or 
requisite to be contained in any rule ; and so contains 
them as they may be believed and understood without relying 
on any other rule or authority equivalent to them in cer- 
tainty, or more authentic in respect of us than the Serip- 
tures are. The modern Romish Church denies the Canon 
of Scripture to be perfect and complete in respect of its 
quantity, or sufficient for its quality or efficacy.” (p. 23.) 
“When we reject ecclesiastical tradition from being any 
part of the rule of fatth, we do not altogether deny the 
authority or use of it.' Howbeit that ecclesiastical tradi- 
tion, whereof there was such excellent use in the primitive 
Church, was not unwritten tradition. .... That eccle- 
siastical tradition which Vincentius Lirinensis so much 
commends, did especially consist in the confessions or re- 
gisters of particular Churches.1 Now the unanimous 
consent of so many several Churches as exhibited their con- 
fessions to the Nicene Council, being not dependent one of 


' How far this is correct we are not here concerned to inquire. The only 


question here is as to the views of Dr. Jackson himself on our present 
subject, 
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another, not overswayed by authority, nor misled by faction 

. was a pregnant argument to any impartial under- 
ois man that this faith wherein they all agreed had 
been ihe ee unto them by the Apostles and their fol- 
lowers... HOWBEIT THIS UNANIMOUS TRA- 
DITION ECCLESIASTIC WAS NOT IN THESE 
TIMES HELD FOR ANY PROPER PART OF 
THE RULE OF FAITH, BUT ALLEGED ONLY 
AS AN INDUCEMENT TO INCLINE THE 
HEARTS OF SUCH AS BEFORE ACKNOW- 
LEDGED THE WRITTEN WORD FOR THE 
ONLY RULE OF FAITH, TO BELIEVE THAT 
THE INTERPRETATIONS OR DECISIONS OF 
THOSE COUNCILS DID CONTAIN THE TRUE 
SENSE AND MEANING OF THE RULE AC- 
KNOWLEDGED BY ALL.... The chief autho- 
rity which the visible Church then challenged did consist 
in the unanimous consent of the ecclesiastic tradition, and 
that, as was said before, BUT AN INDUCEMENT to embrace 
the interpretations of the present Church, and reject the 
interpretations of upstart heretics.” (pp. 23—25.) “ But 
although heresies of long standing and continuance can- 
not be refuted, nor may not be assaulted, in Vincentius’s 
judgment, by the former method, that is, by multitude of 
suffragants, or joint consent of several Provinces, is there 
therefore no other means left to convince them, no way 
left to eschew them? Yes, we may eschew them, saith he, 
as already condemned by antient and orthodoxal Councils, 
or we may convince them, so it be needful or expedient, by 
the sole authority of Scriptures. Now, if the Scriptures 
be sufficient to convince heresies of long continuance or 
long standing, and to confute such heretics as want neither 
wit, will, nor opportunity to falsify antient records, and 
imprint traditions of their own coining with inscriptions 
of antiquity, I hope the same Scripture was, in Vincen- 
tius’s judgment, a rule of faith neither incomplete for its 


! That there is no sufficient authority for this statement I have already 
‘shown in the observations on the Council of Nice, in chap, 10. 
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quantity, nor insufficient for its quality ; A RULE EVERY WAY 
COMPETENT FOR ENDING CONTROVERSIES IN RELIGION, 
WITHOUT THE ASSUMPTION EITHER OF TRADITION OR 
DECREES OF COUNCIL AS ANY ASSOCIATES OR HOMOGENEAL 
PARTS OF THE SAME RULE.” (pp. 26, 7.) “Unto what 
use, then, did ecclesiastical tradition or General Councils 
serve for quelling heresies? Ecclesiastical traditions, or 
unanimous consent of particular Churches throughout se- 
veral kingdoms or provinces in points of faith’ was in 
antient times, and yet may be, an excellent means by 
which the Spirit of God leads General Councils into the 
truth. . . . Into the same truths which these Councils 
were then we now are led, not by relying upon the sole 
authority of the Councils which the Spirit did lead, but 
by tracing their footsteps and viewing the way by which 
the Spirit did lead them. And this was by necessary de- 
ductions or consequences, which reason, enlightened by the 
Spirit, and directed by the sweet disposition of Divine 
Providence, did teach them to make, and doth enable us 
to judge that they were truly made by them.” (p. 27.) 
Such are the clear statements of sound Protestant doe- 
trine contained in the very extract given by Mr. Keble. 
Of what use Mr. Keble supposed they could be to his 
cause, it is difficult to see, except that they referred to the 
canon of Vincent of Lerins. But the way in which that 
canon is here applied, be it observed, is very different to 
that in which the Tractators and even Vincent himself 
apply it. In fact, Dr. Jackson applies it merely in a way 
in which few Protestants would disallow its applicability 
and use; just as many other of our divines have quoted it 
as, to a certain extent and within certain limits, a useful 
rule. But here, as in other cases, a casual recognition to 
a certain extent of this Rule of Vincent, is taken ad- 
vantage of by Mr. Keble, to lead the reader to the con- 
clusion that Dr. Jackson supports the use made of that 


rule by the Tractators. 


1 He does not speak of it, let us observe, as if it were the consent of the 
whole body of believers. 
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And in the next chapter to those from which Mr. Keble 
has quoted, Dr. Jackson adds the following testimony on 
this subject, “It is their doctrine . . . if any controversy 
should arise concerning the meaning of those Scriptures 
which she hath determined to be canonical, or concerning 
the meaning, limitation, or use of those traditions which 
she hath acknowledged to be authentic, no private man 
may take upon him absolutely to believe this or that to be 
the meaning of either, but with submission of his judgment 
to the Church’s sentence. And this,as 1 have elsewhere 
showed at large (Bk. 3. Sect. 4.), is not only to make the 
authority of the Church to be above the authority of the 
Scriptures, but utterly to nullify the authority of the Scrip- 
tures, save only so far as they may serve as a stale or foot- 
stool to support or hold up the authority of tHe CuurcH or 
Pope.”! A sentence which precisely and in terms over- 
throws the system of the Tractators. 

But though these passages are clear enough to show 
the opposition of his views to those of the system under 
consideration, there are others, in his 2nd and 3rd_ books 
on the Creed, if possible still more clear and pertinent 
to the points under consideration, to which, therefore, 
I now proceed. 

As it respects the first position, namely, that Church- 
tradition is a divine informant, the following brief decla- 
ration may be sufficient. “ Revelations from above we 
acknowledge none but the written word: they [i.e. the 
Romanists] acknowledge traditions as well as it.” * 

As it respects the second and third positions, that 
Church-tradition is part of the rule of faith as the inter- 
preter of the Scriptures, &c. we may judge of his opinion 
by the following passages. 

First, as it respects its alleged authority as the inter- 
preter of the Scriptures. 

“ Let us see,” says Dr. Jackson, “ whether the sense and 
meaning of these Scriptures, which both they and we hold 
for canonical, may not be known, understood, and fully 

1 On the Creed, bk. 12. ¢, 23. 2 Bk. 2. sect. 4, ¢. 5. 
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assented unto, immediately and in themselves, without 
relying upon Any visible Church or congregation of men, 
from whose doctrine we must frame our belief without 
distrust of error or examination of their decrees with any 
intention to reform them or swerve from them. That the 
Scripture is not the rule whereon private men, especially 
unlearned, ought to rely in matters of faith, from these 
general reasons or topics they seek to persuade us. 
First, &e. &e.” 1 

And proceeding afterwards to point out the principal 
points of difference between him and the Romanists, he 
sums them up in the two following. “ First, whether 
Christ, whose authority both acknowledge for infallible, 
hath left any public judge of these Scriptures, which both 
receive, OR OF THEIR RIGHT SENSE AND MEANING, from 
whose sentence we may not appeal; or whether all to 
whom this ministry of faith is committed be but exposi- 
tors of Divine Scriptures, so as their expositions may by 
ALL faithful Christians be examined. Hence ariseth that 
other question, whether the Scriptures be the infallible 
rule of faith. Jf Scripture admit any judge, then is it no 
rule of faith. If all doctrines are to be examined by 
Scripture, then is it a perfect rule.” And speaking of the 
obedience required by Romanists to the Church, he says, 
“The reasons pretended for this absolute obedience to be 
performed unto the Church or visible company of men, 
are drawn from the insufficiency of Scripture, either for 
notifying itself to be the word of God, or the true sense and 
meaning of itself.” 

Hence proceeding to state his own views, he says,— 
“We affirm that ihe infallible rule whereupon every 
Christian, in matters of written verities, absolutely and 
finally, without all appeal, condition, or reservation, is to 
rely, must be the divine written oracles themselves ; some 
of which every Christian hath written in his heart by the 
finger of God's Spirit, and believes immediately in and 
for themselves, not for any authority of men, and these to 
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him must be the rule for examining all other doctrines and 
trying any matters of faith.’ “ When we affirm that the 
Scriptures are the only infallible rule in matters of faith 
and Christian obedience, we understand such a rule in 
those matters as Aristotle’s Organon may be said of Logie, 
supposing it were sound and free from all suspicion of 
error in every point, and contained in it all the general 
and undoubted principles from which all true form of 
argumentation must be deduced, and into which all must 
be finally resolved. To illustrate this truth by a known 
practice. Our younger students are bound to yield their 
absolute assent unto Aristotle’s authority in matters of 
Logic, but not unto any interpreter that shall pretend it, 
save only when he shall make evident unto them that this 
was Aristotle's meaning. And while they so only and 
no otherwise yield their assent, they yield it wholly and 
immediately unto Aristotle, not to the interpreter, al- 
though by his means they came to know Aristotle’s mean- 
ing, which once known, without any further confirmation 
of other testimony or authority, commands their obedience 
and assent. But ere they can fully assent unto this great 
Master, or throughly perceive his meaning, they must 
CONDITIONALLY assent unto their private Tutors or other 
Expositors, and take his sense and meaning upon their 
trust and credit. In like manner, say we, in all matters, 
doctrines, or controversies of faith and Christian obedience, 
we are bound to yield our assent directly, absolutely, and 
finally, unto the authority of Scriptures ONLY; not unto 
any Doctor, Expositor, or other, whosoever he be that 
shall pretend authority out of Scripture over our faith, 
save only when he shall make it clear and evident unto us 
that his opinion is the true meaning of the Scripture. . 

And before we be brought to see their truth with our 
own eyes, and feel it by our sense, by the effects or 
experiments of it upon our own souls, we are to limit our 
assent and obedience, as it is set down before, according 
to the probabilities or unpartial inducements which we 
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have of the Expositors’ skill and sincerity in dispensing 
Divine mysteries.” 

Proceeding to diseuss the question, “ In what sense the 
Scriptures may be said [to be] the rule of men’s faith alto- 
gether illiterate,” he observes, “ Here it will be demanded, 
how men altogether illiterate can examine any doctrine 
by Scriptures? If they cannot read them, how shall they 
examine anything by them? not examining the points of 
faith by them, how can they be said to be the rule of your 
faith? In such a sense as Aristotle’s works, supposing 
them only authentic, and all his opposites counterfeits or 
new-fangles, may be said to be the rule of blind men’s 
logic ; for albeit they cannot read his works, yet are they 
capable of his general and undoubted rules, seeing they 
have, as well as other men, a natural faculty of discern- 
ing truth from falsehood, and can distinguish betwixt 
rules derived from the pure fountain of truth in that 
kind, and precepts drawn from conjectural, erroneous, 
and corrupt surmises of shallow brains, if both be dis- 
tinctly proposed to them. And the rules of truth once 
fully apprehended and embraced, serve as a touchstone to 
discern all consequences and conclusions which shall be 
suggested unto them by others, so as they will admit of 
nothing for sound and true logic, but what may be re- 
solved into the former, or some other principles, which 
they can perspicuously and immediately discern to have 
been drawn from the fountain of truth by the same na- 
tural faculty or ability by which they did discern the 
former, for the faculty will still be like affected with all 
principles of like nature, use, and perspicuity. In like 
sort must the first and general principles of faith be derived 
from Scriptures, the only pure fountain of supernatural 
truths, unto all illiterate hearts by the ministry of the 
learned. For hearts, though illiterate, once illuminated 
by God’s Spirit, are as apt to discern spiritual principles 
from falsehood or carnal conjectures, as the natural man 
is to discern natural truths from errors of the same kind. 
And these general and fundamental principles of faith, 
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engrafted in their hearts, serve as infallible rules for 
discerning the consonancy or dissonancy of such particu- 
lars as shall be suggested unto them... .. If they 
doubt of any man’s doctrine whether it be truly spiritual 
or consonant to the foundation of faith, they [i. e. the 
“altogether illiterate” who “ cannot read”] may appeal to 
Scriptures, as they shall be expounded to them by others. 
Finally, they are tied to no visible company of men, whom 
they must under pain of damnation follow.” “For con- 
clusion, the Scripture, according to our doctrine and the 
general consent of reformed Churches, is the only infalli- 
ble rule of faith IN BOTH RESPECTS OR CONDITIONS OF A 
PERFECT RULE. First, in that it contains all the princi- 
ples of faith and points of salvation, so that no visible 
Church on earth may commend any doctrine to others, as 
a doctrine of faith, unless it be commended to them for 
such by the Scriptures, by which every one’s doctrine 
that acknowledgeth God for his Lord must be examined 
as by a law uncontrollable. SrconpLy, IN THAT THESE 
PRINCIPLES OF FAITH ARE PLAINLY, PERSPICUOUSLY, AND 
DISTINCTLY SET DOWN TO THE CAPACITIES OF ALL THAT 
FAITHFULLY FOLLOW THEIR PRACTICAL RULES MOST PLAIN, 
MOST PERSPICUOUS, AND EASY, TO ALL CAPABLE OF ANY 
RULE OR REASON. So that this sacred Canon needs no 
associate, no addition of any authority as equally infalli- 
ble, nor more perspicuous than itself, to supply what it 
wants; only the ministry of men skilful and industrious 
in the search or exposition of it, is to be supposed. And 
ALL THESE, be they never so excellent and well conversant 
in them, are unto Scriptures but as the ordinary expositors 
of classic and authentic books are unto the chief authors or 
inventors of the science contained in them, supposing that 
the first authors were men of extraordinary and INFALLIBLE 
skill, and their expositors, as they usually are, but of 
ordinary capacity or experience in those faculties.” 

The subject of the 3rd section of the same book is, 
“That the continual practice of heretics in urging Scrip- 
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tures for to establish heresy, and the diversity of opinions 
amongst the learned about the sense of them, is no just 
exception why they should not be acknowledged as the 
sole entire and complete rule of faith.” And in it he ob- 
serves,—“ It hath been the practice of heretics, say they, 
to misinterpret Scriptures, and pretend their authority for 
countenancing errors. This wounds not us, except we 
were naked of all syllogistical armour of proof. For they 
should prove, if they will conclude ought to our preju- 
dice, that none but heretics have used Scriptures’ authority 
to confirm their opinions. For if orthodox and truly re- 
ligious writers in the best and flourishing ages of the 
Church, have been as copious and industrious in citing 
authorities of Scriptures for their opinions as heretics, 
this argument proves nothing against us, why we may 
not be orthodoxes and true Catholics, as well as heretics. 

It hath been the practice of sundry heretics, never of 
any orthodox, to refuse their trial by Scripture, and flie unto 
traditions ... The devil, we all know, did urge the 
Scripture to our Saviour with great skill and dexterity. 
; But with what weapon did our Saviour vanquish 
Satan, that had set upon him with Scripture? Did he 
charge him, sub pcena anathematis, to be silent ?—or did 
he crave the Church’s peace under pain of greater pe- 
nalties ?—or did he appeal unto the infallible authority or 
supreme tribunal of the Jewish Church? Did he except 
against him for using an unlawful heretical weapon ? 
Can you deny that he foiled him with these very weapons, 
wherewith we now contend that all heretics, Satan’s fol- 
lowers, are to be assaulted and repulsed, ere they can be 
lawfully foiled and quite overthrown?” (ch. 2.) “ How 
far the Fathers did urge the Church’s authority, how the 
most pregnant speeches that can be found in any of their 
writings must be limited, will easily appear, if we consider 
ihe two former distinctions ; the one between the infallible 
rule of faith, and the means or motives inducing us to be- 
lieve ; the other between that conditional assent, which, in 
cases doubtful, we must give to the visible Church, and that 
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absolute belief, which is only due unto Scriptures. The 
Fathers used the Church’s authority against heretics, as we 
do theirs against novelists ; not as a rule whereby finally to 
examine or determine divine truths, but as a curb to bridle 
presumptuous gainsaying opinions generally received, or 
supposed for true, by men of sincerity and skill in divine 
mysteries.” (ch. 3.) 

And, in the fifth chapter, he undertakes to prove “the 
sufficiency of Scriptures for final determination of contro- 
versies in religion, proved by our Saviour’s and his Apo- 
stles’ authority and practice.” And he observes in it, “The 
strength of all their arguments in the point now in hand 
to this day continues this, We must not make Scriptures 
the rule of faith, because many heresies have sprung 
thence, and great dissensions grown in the Church ; whiles 
one follows one sense, and another the contrary. Whereas, 
in truth, the only antidote aguinst contentions, schisms and 
heresies, is to read them attentively, and with such prepara- 
tion as they prescribe.” (ch. 5.) 

His 7th chapter is upon the question, “ How far, upon 
what terms or grounds, we may, with modesty, dissent 
from the ancients or others of more excellent gifts than 
ourselves,” and in it he speaks thus ;—“ Christianity itself 
binds att Christians not to believe men’s authority 
against their own consciences, nor to admit of their doc- 
trines for rules of faith, be they never so excellent ; unless 
they can discern them to be the doctrine of that great 
Prophet, cui Deus non admetitur Spiritum. He cannot 
fail in anything; and whatsoever he saith, or what his 
Spirit shall witness to my spirit to have proceeded from 
him, I am bound to believe. But for men to whom God 
gives his Spirit but in measure, albeit in great measure, 
because I cannot know the particulars unto which it ex- 
tends, I neither may absolutely refuse, nor absolutely 
admit their doctrines for true, until I see perfectly how 
they agree with, or disagree from, his doctrine of whose 
fulness we have all received. And even the truth of their 
writings to whom he hath given his gifts in great measure, 
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I am to examine by their consonancy unto that small 
measure of his undoubted gifts in myself, so far as they 
concern myself, or others committed to my charge. And 
in the confidence of God’s promises for the increase of faith 
and grace to all such as use them aright, every Christian 
in sobriety of spirit may, by the principles of faith planted 
by God’s finger in his heart, examine the sentences and 
decrees of the wisest men on earth; to approve them, if 
he can discern them for true; to confute them, if false ; to 
suspend his judgment, and limit the terms of his disobe- 
dience unto them, if doubtful ; and finally, to admit or re- 
ject them, according to the degrees of their probability or 
improbability, which he, upon sober, diligent, and impar- 
tial search, directed and continued in reverence of God’s 
word and sincere love of truth, shall find in them.” 
“Thus much may now suflice, that no man ought to be 
dismayed in seeking or despair to find the true sense and 
meaning of Scriptures in all points necessary for him in 
his calling, because other men, much more expert in all 
kind of learning than himself, have foully erred in this 
search; and finally missed of that they sought. For out 
of the rules of Scripture already set down, when such 
temptations shall arise in our breasts, we may quell them 
thus. They who have gone astray were much better 
learned than I in all kind of knowledge. It may be 
they were hence more confident of their gifts . . but I 
will seek to glory only in the Lord ... I will not be 
high-minded, but fear; for the same Scripture tells me, 
Deus dat gratiam humilibus, yea, grace to understand the 
true sense and meaning of his gracious promises made in 
Christ .... Yea, but they who first instructed me in 
thy word, do dissent from me in the interpretation of it. 
It may be they have not followed those rules which thou 
taughtest them; Lord, give me grace to meditate aright 
upon thy testimonies, so shall I have more understanding 
than my teachers. But what if the most reverend and 
antient Eathers of former times were of a contrary mind ? 
O Lord, they were fuithful servants in thy house, and yet 
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faithful but as servants, not as thy Son; and it may be thou 
didst suffer those, thy worthy servants, to go awry, to try 
whether I, thy most unworthy servant, would forsake the 
footsteps of thine anointed Son, to follow them; but, Lord, 
teach me thy statutes, so shall [in this point, wherein I 
differ from them, have more understanding than the antient.” 

In the last section of this book, which is concerning the 
means we have for composing controversies, occur the fol- 
lowing remarks, further illustrating his views on the subject 
we are considering. “The last objection is, Our Church 
hath no means of taking up controversies, seeing we per- 
mit the use of Scriptures unto all and every man to fol- 
low that sense of them which he liketh best. We do, 
indeed, permit every man to satisfy his own conscience 
in matters of salvation; and God forbid,—for, by his 
Apostles, he hath forbidden,—we should usurp any su- 
preme lordship or absolute dominion over their faith. Yet 
a Christian obedience unto pastors we require in the flock, 
impossible in our judgment to be performed aright, unless 
undertaken more for conscience, than for fear of punish- 
ment. And as obedience, if not framed by conscience, 
can never be sincere, so conscience, unless regulated by 
the sacred Canon, must needs be erroneous, and always 
relish more of superstition than religion.” (Sect. 4. In- 
trod.) “We bind no man, upon pain of damnation, to 
believe any point of doctrine which is not plainly and ex- 
pressly set down in Scriptures.” (ch. 2.) “ Besides the 
external helps of an ordinary ministry or magistracy, 
alike common to all nations, the holy Spirit is everywhere 
assistant to all such as seek him in the written word by 
him revealed ; whose live-characters are as the prints or 
footsteps of his wonted motions in God’s prophets’ or 
apostles’ hearts, by which the faithful may discern his 
approach or presence in their own.” “ Let us now, in 
sobriety of spirit, rather dispute of God’s will, than his 
power ; as whether there be any sure argument to per- 
suade us that it was his intent or purpose, either ¢o tn- 
struct men in the true sense of Scriptures, or to take up all 
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controversies in matters of faith, by this supposed infalli- 
bility of some visible Church. ... . That the sense of 
Scriptures cannot be had without the assistance or work- 
ing of God’s Spirit, both jointly acknowledge. ‘They 
must be understood and interpreted, saith Bellarmine, by 
the same Spirit which wrote them, as he very well 
gathers out of St. Peter (2 Pet. i. 20,21.) Whence, like- 
wise, he well collects that the whole difficulty in this ques- 
tion about taking up controversies, and finding out the 
true sense of Scriptures, consists in this, Where this Spirit 
ts, and where the distressed soul and doubtful conscience 
aught to seek tt... = Every man, say we, ought to seek 
the Spirit of God in his own soul and conscience, being 
directed and ruled by the sacred word which was revealed 
and uttered by the same Spirit. This word directs them in 
this search ; and the Spirit once found out, or rather finding 
them thus seeking him, establisheth their assent unto the word 
already revealed and written, by imprinting the same invi- 
sible word, or the true sense and meaning of it, in their 
hearts.” [A declaration which is as much opposed to the 
views of the Tractators, as to those of the Romanists, on 
this point.] (ch. 5.) 

And these passages clearly show what his opinion was 
as to the notion of there being important truths not con- 
tained in Scripture, as, for instance, where he says, “ Re- 
velations from above we acknowledge none, but the written 
word ;”1 and “ No visible Church on earth may commend 
any doctrine to others, as a doctrine of faith, unless it be 
commended to them for such by the Scriptures.” To 
which the following may be added, that “the written 
word” is “sole umpire in all controversies of religion.” 3 
So that whatever truth or doctrine may be proposed to us 
not contained in the Scriptures, it is, in his view, only 
from a human and uninspired source, and therefore not a 
doctrine of faith. 


1 Bk. ii. Sect. 4. ¢. 5. 2 Bk. ii. Sect. I. c. 11. 
3 Bk. ii. Sect. 3. ¢. 5, 
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As it respects the Rule of practice, his subject not lead- 
ing him to speak of it, the reader must judge what his 
views are likely to have been respecting it, from the 
above passages. 

As it respects the fourth position on the necessity of 
Church-tradition as part of the rule of faith, on account 
of the obscurity of Scripture, thus he speaks. 

This point forms the subject-matter of the second sec- 
tion of his second book, which he thus entitles, “That the 
pretended obscurity of Scriptures is no just exception why 
they should not be acknowledged the absolute rule of 
faith, which is the mother-objection of the Romanist.” In 
discussing this point, he shows, in the first chapter, “ How 
far it may be granted the Scriptures.are obscure.” “ It is 
first,” he says, “to be supposed that these Scriptures . . 
oe eed 3 were given by God for the instruction of all 
succeeding ages, for all sorts of men in every age, for all 
degrees or divers measures of his other gifts in all several 
sorts or conditions of men... Some part of God’s will 
contained in Scripture, is revealed in one age, some in 
another ; always that which is most necessary for the pre- 
sent time, is most easy to be understood by the faithful 
then living, so they seek the meaning of it as they should. 

The like observation we may take from the di- 
versity of place or nations .... Again, from the divers 
conditions of men living in the same age, this resolution 
is most evident and most certain. The same portion of 
Scripture may be difficult unto some sort of men, and 
easy unto others; without any prejudice to their sufficiency 
for being the perfect and infallible rule of faith toall.. . 
That the Scriptures, therefore, may be said a sufficient rule 
of faith and Christian carriage TO ALL SORTS OR CONDI- 
TIONS OF MEN, it is sufficient that every Christian man, of 
what sort or condition soever, may have the general and 
necessary points of Catholic faith, and such particulars as 
belong unto a Christian and religious curriage in his own 
vocation, perspicuously and plainly set down in them, 
And no doubt but it was God’s will to have them in mat- 
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ters concerning one calling, not so facile unto such as 
were of another profession, that every man might hence 
learn sobriety, and be occasioned to seek, if not only, yet 
principally, after the true sense and meaning of those 
Scriptures which either necessarily concern all, or must 
direct him in that Christian course of life whereunto his 
God hath called him. But shall this difficulty of some 
parts, which ariseth from the diversity of vocations, be 
thought any hindrance why the whole Canon of Scriptures 
should not be a perfect rule to all in their several vocations ? 
Thirdly, from the diversity of capacities, or different 
measure of God’s gifts in men of the same profession, we 
may safely conclude that the difficulty of the same por- 
tion of Scriptures unto some, and facility and perspicuity 
unto others of like profession, cannot justly impeach them 
of greater obscurity than befits the infallible rule, as well of 
_ theirs as of allother men’s faith, in their several vocations.” 
(chy 1.) 

Proceeding in the next chapter to discuss “The true 
state of the question about the Scriptures’ obscurity or 
perspicuity, unto what men and for what causes they are 
obscure,’ he observes, “ The question, then, must be, 
whether the Scriptures be an absolute rule of Christian 
faith and manners to every man in his vocation and order, 
according to the measure of God’s gifts bestowed upon 
him. WE AFFIRM, IT 18 sucH TO ALL. None are so 
cunning, none so excellent or expert in divine mysteries, 
but must take it for a rule, beyond whose bounds they 
may not pass, from which they daily may learn more; 
NONE sO SILLY BUT MAY THENCE LEARN ENOUGH FOR 
THEIR SALVATION, SO THEY WILL BE RULED ByiIT.” And 
the obseurity to some arises only from their being “ for 
their sins” “ punished with spiritual darkness,” and “ this 
blindness befals only such as have deserved it by the fore- 
mentioned sins, which once removed by repentance the 
rule of life shall enlighten them.” “Unto such as they 
[i. e. the Jews] were, we acknowledge the Scriptures by 
the just judgment of God to be most difficult still, but 
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deny such difficulties to be any bar why they should 
not be the complete rule of faith. If the Jesuits will 
avouch the contrary, let them tell us whether any other 
rule could in this case supply their defect.” (ch. 2.) 

And in the next chapter, showing “ How men must be 
qualified ere they can understand Scriptures aright,” he 
proves that Scripture itself declares “that unto such as 
de the will of God, and practise according to his precepts, 
the same word shall be plain and easy, so far as is neces- 
sary for salvation.” “It is the nature and property,” he 
says, “of God’s word to be plain and facile unto such as 
are of disposition semblable to it, as to the sincere of heart, 
single in life and plain in dealing, but obscure and difficult 
unto the worldly wise.” (ch. 3.) 

In the next chapter, he shows that “The Romanists’ 
objections against the Scriptures for being obscure, do 
more directly impeach their first Author and his messengers 
their penmen than us or the cause in hand,” and he re- 
marks,—“ St, John saith he wrote his Gospel ‘ that we 
might believe. By what authority did he undertake, by 
whose assistance did he perform this work? Undertaken 
it was by God’s appointment, effected by the assistance of 
his Eternal Spirit, to the end we might believe the 
truth. What truth? That which he wrote concerning 
the mysteries of man’s salvation. But how far did he 
intend this our belief of such mysteries should be set 
forward by his pen? Unto the first rudiments only, or unto 
the midway of our course to heaven? Questionless unto 
the utmost period of all our hopes, for he wrote these 
things that we might believe, yea so believe in Christ, as 
by believing we might have life through his name. (John 
xx. 31.) Was he assisted by the Eternal Spirit, who then 
perfectly knew the several tempers and capacities of every 
age? And did he by his direction aim at the perfect belief 
of succeeding ages as the end and scope of all his wri- 
tings? And yet did he write so obscurely that he could 
not be understood of them for whose good he wrote? Out 
of controversy his desire was to be understood of all, for 
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he envied no man knowledge, nor taught he the faith of 
our glorious Lord Jesus Christ with respect of persons. 
He wished that not the great Agrippas, or some few 
choice ones only, but atu that should hear or read his 
writings to the world’s end might be not almost but alto- 
gether such as he was, faithful believers. From his fer- 
vent desire of so happy an end as the salvation of all, he 
so earnestly sought the only correspondent means, to wit, 
posterity’s full instruction in the mysteries thereto be- 
longing. ... Do not all the Evangelists aim at the 
same end?” And, after adding much more to the same 
purpose, he concludes, “Oh! that they could remember 
this who have forgotten their God and cannot see that 
whosoever accuseth the Scriptures of difficulty or obscurity 
doth indict the Omnipotent of impotency in not being able 
to perform what by his Apostles he intended.” (ch. 4.) 
The subject of his next chapter therefore is, “That all 
the pretences of Scriptures’ obscurity are but mists and 
vapours arising from the corruption of the flesh, and may 
by the pure light of Scriptures, rightly applied, easily be 
dispelled.” ‘“ Unto this,” he says, “and all demands of 
like nature, ‘If the Scriptures be not obscure, how 
chanceth it that so many find such difficulties in them, 
even in those places which seem to contain in them mat- 
ters of faith, the answer is already given. It was the 
Almighty’s good pleasure to decree that the Scriptures 
should be plain and easy to such as faithfully practise their 
most plain and easy precepts, but hard and difficult to be 
understood aright of such as wilfully trangress them, or, 
knowing them to be God’s word, do not glorify them as 
his word... This answer notwithstanding, though most 
true, will not satisfy all. For seeing this blindness in most 
men is not voluntary at the least, not wilful or affected, 
the captious will yet demand, How shall they help it? 
The Scriptures plainly teach how they may be holpen. 
What can be more plain than that rule, ‘If any man 
want wisdom, let him ask of God, (Jamesi. 5.)? Yea many 
do so, and yet go without it. So they must, as the Scrip- 
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ture telleth us, if they ask amiss. Doth the Scripture, 
then, serve as a straight rule to direct them how they 
should ask aright? Yes; for what rule can be more 
plain than that of St. John, ‘ Whatsoever we ask, we re- 
ceive of him, because we keep his commandments, and do 
those things which are pleasing in his sight.’ (1 John iii. 
22.) The promise indeed is plain, but the condition hard, 
for the first thing we would ask of God is grace to keep 
his commandments. But what hope have sinners to re- 
ceive this, seeing he heareth only such as keep his com- 
mandments? Will this or any other rule of Scripture 
help us out of this labyrinth? It will not fail us nor for- 
sake us. For if we have but a desire to amend our lives, 
Christ’s words are as plain as forcible, ‘ He quencheth 
not smoking flax, a bruised reed he will not break.’ 
(Matt. xii, 20.) And this is his commandment, that we 
try the truth of this and other like sayings of comfort, by 
relying upon his mercy; or if we do but seek after re- 
pentance, we do that which is pleasing in his sight. For 
he is not pleased in the death ofa sinner, but rejoiceth at 
his repentance.” “ Surely more blind than beetles must 
they be that can suffer themselves to be persuaded that 
ever God or Christ would have a rule for man’s direction 
in the mysteries of salvation so plain and easy as he 
should not need to be beholden to his Maker and Re- 
deemer for the true and perfect understanding of it. This 
is a wisdom and gift which cometh only from above, and 
must be daily and earnestly sought for at the hands of 
God.” (ch. 5.) 

In the next chapter he proceeds to prove, “That the 
Mosaical writings were a most perfect rule, plain and easy 
to the antient Israelites,” in which he observes, “ Nothing 
can be made more evident than this truth is in itself, That 
the Israelites swerving from this rule was the cause of 
their departure from their God, and the occasion or cause 
of their swerving from it was this devilish persuasion 
which Satan suggested to them then as the Jesuits do 
unto the Christian people now, as that this law was too 
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obscure, too hard, too difficult, to be understood, nor a 
complete rule for their actions without traditions, or rely- 
ing upon their priests or men in chief authority. This 
hypocrisy Moses did well foresee would be the beginning 
of all their miseries, the very watchword to apostasy.” 
(ch. 6.) 

And in the next chapter, “ concluding the controversy,” 
he says,—“ We may conclude this point with our Apostle, 
‘If the gospel be obscure,’ or rather hid, for it is a light, 
obscure it cannot be, God forgive me if I used that speech, 
save only in our adversaries’ persons, ‘itis hid only to such 
as have the eyes of their mind blinded by Satan the God 
of this world.’ (2 Cor. iv. 3, 4.)” (ch. 7.) ; 

I will only add two more passages on this point, occur- 
ring in the next section. “Our Saviour saw well how 
earnestly the Jews were set to pervert Scriptures for 
their purpose, how glad to find any pretence out of them 
either to justify their dislike of his doctrine, or wreak 
their malice upon his person... .. Yet doth not our 
Saviour accuse the Scriptures, though capable of so griev- 
ous and dangerous misconstruction, of obscurity or dif- 
ficulty, or of being any way the occasion of Jewish he- 
resy, or his persecution thence caused; nor doth he dis- 
suade those very men which had thence sucked this poi- 
sonous doctrine, much less others, from reading, but ex- 
horts them in truth and deed, not in word and fancy only, 
to rely on Scriptures as the rule of salvation. ‘Search 
the Scriptures, for in them ye think,’ and that rightly, ‘to 
have eternal life.’ Not intimating the least necessity of 
any external authority infallibly to direct them, he plainly 
teacheth it was the infernal distorture of their proud 
affections which had disproportioned their minds to this 
straight rule, and disenabled them for attaining true be- 
lief, which never can be rightly raised but by this square 
and line. It was not, then, the reading of Scriptures 
which caused them mistake their meaning and persecute 
him, but the nt reading of them as they should. Err 
they did, not knowing the Scriptures, and know them 
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they did not, because they did not read them throughly, 
sincerely, searching out their inward meaning. And thus, 
to read them afresh, as our Saviour prescribed them, lay- 
ing aside ambitious desires, was the only remedy for 
to cure that distemper which they had incurred by read- 
ing them amiss.” (Sect 3. c. 5.) “They [i.e. the Ro- 
manists] except against Scripture, and say it cannot be 
the rule of faith, nor ought to be so taken of all Chris- 
tians, because it is so obscure and apt to breed conten- 
tions among such as rely upon it. We have sufiiciently 
proved that all obscurities, all contentions about the sense 
of Scriptures in points of moment arise hence, Because 
[sic] we do not admit of it for our only rule, all affection 
to men’s persons, state, or. dignity, all private quarrels 
laid apart. If the Jesuit could prove it should either 
continue obscure in points of faith, or minister matter of 
contention to such as conform their lives to the elementary 
rules or easy precepts therein contained, their arguments 
were to some purpose. But while this they neither can 
nor go about to prove, they shall only prove themselves 
ridiculous atheists, albeit we grant them all they desire 
about the variety of opinions even in places of greatest 
moment among the learned.” (Sect. 3. ch. 6.) 

As it respects the fifth point, or the authority upon 
which we receive the Scriptures as the word of God, his 
sentiments may be judged of from the following extracts. 

This point forms the chief subject of his first book on 
the Creed, and his views may be inferred from the very 
title of his first two books, which is, “ The Eternal Truth 
of Scriptures and Christian belief thereon wholly depend- 
ing, manifested by its own light.” “The grounds or 
motions,” he says, “of our assent unto objects superna- 
tural may be comprised in these four propositions follow- 
ing,.... The first, The stile or title of these sacred books 
pretending divine authority, bind all men to make trial of 
their truth, commended to us by our ancestors, confirmed 
to them by the blood of martyrs their predecessors ; to use 
the means which they prescribe for this trial, that is, 
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abstinence from things forbidden, and alacrity in doing 
things commanded by them. The second, Ordinary ap- 
prehension or natural belief of matters contained in Scrip- 
tures, or the Christian Creed, are of more force to cause 
men undertake any good, or abstain from any evil, than 
the most firm belief of ordinary matters or any points of 
mere natural consequence. The third, Objects and 
grounds of Christian belief have in them greater stability 
of truth, and are in themselves more apt to found most 
strong and firm belief than any other things whatsoever 
merely credible. The fourth, The means of apprehending 
the truth of Scriptures, and eaperiments confirming their 
divine authority, are both for variety of kinds and number 
of individuals in every kind, far more, and more certain, 
than the means of apprehending the grounds of any 
other belief or the experiments of any other teacher’s 
authority. Some particulars of every kind, with the general 
heads or common places whence like observations may be 
drawn, we are now to present, so far as they concern the 
confirmation of the truth of Scriptures in general.” 4 
Proceeding then to point out “the experiments con- 
firming the truth of Scriptures,” he says, “all may be re- 
duced into these two general heads or kinds; they may 
be found either in the style or character of these writings 
themselves, the affections or dispositions of their writers, 
or in events or experiments, whatsoever the course of 
time affords, answerable to the rules set down in Scrip- 
tures.” Of the former kind he notices “the historical 
characters of sacred antiquities,” “the harmony of sacred 
writers,” “the affections or dispositions of sacred wri- 
ters;” and then proceeds to point out at considerable 
length “the experiments and observations answerable to 
the rules of Scriptures,” proving them to be what they 
profess to be; which he prefaces with the observation 
that, “ The means of establishing our assent unto any part 
of Scripture must be from experiments and observations, 
agreeable to the rules in Scripture. For when we see 
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the reason and manner of sundry events, either related 
by others or experienced in ourselves, which otherwise 
we could never have reached unto by any natural skill; 
or generally, when we see any effects or concurrence of 
things which cannot be ascribed to any but a supernatural 
cause, and yet they fully agreeing to the oracles of Scrip- 
tures or Articles of belief, this is a sure pledge unto us 
that he who is the Author of truth, and gives being unto 
all things, was the Author of Scriptures.” } 

And having in the 2nd and 3rd sections treated of the 
experiments and observations external, drawn partly from 
heathen fables, partly from the revolution of states, or 
God’s public judgments, especially of the Jews, all tes- 
tifying the truth of the divine oracles, he treats in the 
4th, “ Of experiments in ourselves, and the right framing 
of belief as well unto the several parts as unto the whole 
canon of Scripture ;’ and these experiments he calls 
“ the surest pledges of divine truths, without which all ob- 
servations of former experiments are but like assurances 
well drawn but never sealed.” 

And the only notices of Church-tradition in this book 
are indirect allusions to it as offering a partial and intro- 
ductory motive to the belief of Scripture as the word of 
God, which of course no one denies it to be, nor that it is 
one of a powerful kind. 

I pass on to the learned 


ArRcHBISHOP UsHER. 


The extract given by Mr. Keble is taken from his Ser- 
mon, “ Of the universality of the Church of Christ.” Now 
the only passage in it that gives even a semblance of 
support to Mr. Keble’s views is where the Archbishop 
says, “ That which in the time of the antient Fathers was 
accounted to be ‘truly and properly catholic, namely, 
‘that which was believed everywhere, always, and by all,’ 
that in the succeeding ages hath evermore been pre- 
served, and is at this day entirely professed in our 
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Church.” The remark (though placed by Mr. Keble 
immediately after a sentence preceding it by some pages, 
without any indication of matter intervening) is made in 
reply to the popular question of the Romanist, “ Where 
was your Church before Luther?” To which Usher re- 
plies, —“ Our Church was even there where now it is. In 
all places of the world where the antient foundations 
were retained and these common principles of faith upon 
the profession whereof men have ever been wont to be 
admitted by baptism into the Church of Christ, there we 
doubt not but our Lord had his subjects, and we our 
fellow-servants. For we bring in no new faith, nor no 
new church. That which in the time of the antient Fa- 
thers,” &c. The passage therefore seems clearly to apply 
onlyito the “ common principles of faith, upon the pro- 
fession whereof men have ever been wont to be admitted 
by baptism into the Church of Christ ;” that is, those 
articles of the Creed that have been admitted, as far as we 
ean find, by all Churches. And further, we must in- 
quire whether the archbishop held this “consent” to be 
so ascertainable in the strict sense of the term, as to be a 
divine or practically infallible informant, either as per- 
petuating the oral teaching of the Apostles, or from the 
promises of Christ to the Church, and thus to form part 
of the rule of faith. For as we have already observed, the 
Rule of Vincent is, in a general sense, and to a certain 
extent, applicable and useful; and hence is often referred 
to by those whose views were widely different to those of 
our opponents. 

For the answer to this question, then, I refer the reader 
to the following extracts from his works. 

As it respects the first point of the system under re- 
view, we read in him thus. 

“That traditions of men should be obtruded unto us for 
articles of religion, and admitted for parts of God’s wor- 
ship, or that Any traditions should be accepted for parcels 
of God’s word beside the holy Scriptures, and such doctrines 
as are either expressly therein contained, or by sound in- 
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ference may be deduced from thence, I think we have rea- 
son to gainsay, as long as for the first we have this direct 
sentence from God himself, Matt. xv. In vain do they 
worship me, teaching for doctrines the commandments of 
men, and for the second the express warrant of the Apostle, 
2 Tim. iv. testifying of the Holy Scriptures, not only that 
they are able to make us wise unto salvation, which they 
should not be able to do if they did not contain all things 
necessary to salvation, but also that by them the man of 
God, that is the minister of God’s word (1 Tim. vi. 11), 
unto whom it appertaineth to declare all the counsel of 
God (Acts xx. 27), may be perfectly instructed to every good 
work ; which could not be, if the Scriptures did not con- 
tain all the counsel of God, which was fit for him to learn, 
or, if there were any other word of God which he were 
bound to teach that should not be contained within the 
limits of the Book of God.” ! 

So in his “ Body of Divinity, or the Sum and Substance 
of Christian Religion,” in reply to the question, “ Where, 
then, is the word of God now certainly to be learned?” he 
says, “ Only out of the Book of God, contained in the 
Holy Scriptures, which are the only certain testimonies 
unto the Church of the word of God. John vy. 39, 2 Tim. 
iio] D3); 2 

For the second and third positions the reader may ob- 
serve the following. 

“ The ground of our religion and the rule of faith, and 
all saving truth, is the word of God contained in the holy 
Scripture.” $ 

Again; in his Answer to the Jesuit, having intimated 
his desire that the points in difference should be deter- 
mined by an appeal to the Scriptures, he adds, “And 
this we say, not as if we feared that these men were able 
to produce better proofs out of the writings of the Fathers 


! Answer to Jesuit’s Chall. ch, 2. 4th. ed. 1686. p. 24. 

2 Article 1, 

3 Article 1 of the Irish Articles of 1615, known to have been drawn up by 
Usher. 
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for the part of the Pope, than we can do for the catholic 
cause, (when we come to join in the particulars, they shall 
find it otherwise,) but partly to bring’ the matter unto a 
shorter trial, partly to give the word of God his due, and 
to declare what that rock is upon which atone we build 
our faith, even ‘the foundation of the Apostles and Pro- 
phets’ (Eph. ii. 20); from which no sleight that they can 
devise shall ever draw us. The same course did St. Au- 
gustine take with the Pelagians; against whom he 
wanted not the authority of the Fathers of the Church, 
‘which if I would collect, saith he, ‘and use their testi- 
monies, it would be too long a work, and I might perad- 
venture seem to have less confidence than I ought in the 
canonical authorities from which we ought not to be with- 
drawn. (Aug. De Nupt. et Concup. lib. ii. c. 29.) Yet 
was the Pelagian heresy then but newly budded; which 
is the time wherein the pressing of the Fathers’ testi- 
monies is thought to be best in season. With how much 
better warrant may we follow this precedent, having to deal 
with such as have had time and leisure enough to falsify 
the Fathers’ writings, and to ‘ teach them the learning 
and the tongue of the Chaldeans!’ ” + 

“The books of Holy Scripture are so sufficient for 
the knowledge of Christian religion, that they do most 
plentifully contain all doctrine necessary to salvation. 
They being perfectly profitable to instruct to salvation in 
themselves, and all other imperfectly profitable thereunto, 
further than they draw from them. Whence it followeth 
that we need no unwritten verities, no traditions or inven- 
tions of men, no canons of Councils, no sentences of Fathers, 
much less Decrees of Popes, for to supply any supposed 
defect of the written word, or for to give us a more perfect 
direction in the worship of God and the way of life than is 
already expressed in the Canonical Scriptures. Matt. xxiii. 
8. John y. 39. Matt. xv.9. Finally, these Holy Serip- 
tures are the Rule, the Line, the Square, and Light, 
whereby to examine and try all judgments and sayings of 
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men and angels. John xii. 48. Gal. i. 9. All traditions, 
revelations, decrees of Councils, opinions of doctors, &c., 
are to be embraced so far forth as they may be proved out 
of the Divine Scriptures, and not otherwise. So that from 
them only all doctrine concerning our salvation must be 
drawn and derived. . .... Where do you find that 
the Scriptures are able to instruct us perfectly unto 
salvation? The Apostle Paul in 2 Tim. iii. 15. doth 
expressly affirm it; and the reasons which may be ga- 
thered out of the two verses following do plainly prove 
it. What are these reasons? 1. God being author 
of these books, they must needs be perfect as he him- 
self is. Who being for his wisdom able, and for his 
love to his Church willing, to set down such a rule as 
may guide them to eternal life, hath not failed herein. 
2. They are profitable to teach all true doctrine, and to 
confute the false; to correct all disorder, private and 
public, and to inform men in the way of righteousness. 
3. The man of God, that is, the Preacher and Minister of 
the Word, is thereby made complete and perfect, suffi- 
ciently furnished unto every good work or duty of the 
ministry. How doth this last reason hold? Most 
strongly. For the people being to learn of the minister, 
what to believe and what to do, and more being required 
of him that must be the eye and mouth of all the rest, 
if he may be perfectly instructed by the Scriptures, they 
are much more able to give every common man sufficient 
instruction.” 4 

“ What assurance may be had of the right under- 
standing the Holy Scriptures? For the words, it is to 
be had out of the original text, or translations of the same; 
for the sense or meaning, ONLY OUT OF THE SCRIPTURES 
THEMSELVES, (Nehem. viii. 8.) which by places plain and evi- 
dent do express whatsoever is obscure and hard touching mat- 
ters necessary to eternal salvation.” —“ Why must the true 
sense or meaning of the Scriptures be learned out of the 
Scriptures themselves? Because the Spirit of God alone 
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is the certain Interpreter of his word written by his Spirit. 
For no man knoweth the things pertaining to God but 
the Spirit of God. (1 Cor. ii. 11.) ‘And no prophecy of 
Scripture is of man’s own interpretation; for prophecy 
was not brought by the will of men, but the holy men of 
God spake as they were led by the Holy Ghost. (2 Pet.1. 
20, 21.) The interpretation, therefore, must be by the 
same Spirit by which the Scripture was written ; of which 
Spirit we have no certainty upon any man’s credit, but 
only so far forth as his saying may be confirmed by the 
Holy Scripture. What gather you from hence? That 
no interpretation of Holy Fathers, Popes, Councils, cus- 
tom or practice of the Church, either contrary to the 
manifest words of the Scripture, or containing matters 
which cannot NECESSARILY be proved out of the Scriptures, 
are to be received as an undoubted truth. How, then, is 
Scripture to be interpreted by Scripture? According to 
the analogy of faith, (Rom. xii. 6.), and the scope and cir- 
cumstances of the present place, and conference of other 
plain and evident places, by which all such as are obscure 
and hard to be understood ought to be interpreted. For 
there is no matter necessary to eternal life which is not 
PLAINLY AND SUFFICIENTLY SET FORTH IN MANY PLACES OF 
SorrprurE, by which other places that are abused by the 
devil or his ministers may be interpreted. As our Saviour 
Christ giveth us example, (Matt. iv. 6, 7.) when the 
devil abused the text of Scripture, (Ps. xci. 11.) declaring 
that this place must be so understood as it may agree 
with that most evident and express commandment writ- 
ten in Deut. vi. 16. ‘ Thou shalt not tempt the Lord thy 
Gods ia 

In these passages, let us observe, Scripture is set 
forth not only as full and explicit in the doctrines it deli- 
vers, but as the only source of all the truths of religion, for 
he says that “ we need no unwritten verities, no tradi- 
tions, &e. for to supply any supposed defect of the written 
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word, or for to give us a more perfect direction in the wor- 
ship of God and the way of life, than is already expressed 
in the canonical Scriptures .... from them only all 
doctrine CoNcERNING our salvation must be drawn and 
derived. And that in this passage he meant to include 
not merely necessary and fundamental points, but all the 
truths of religion, is evident from the following passage, 
which follows soon after that just quoted ;—“ Our adver- 
saries quarrel against this most rich and plentiful trea- 
sure of the Holy Scriptures, alleging that we receive 
many things by tradition which are not in Scripture, and 
yet we believe them. As Mary’s perpetual virginity and 
the baptism of infants. We make not Mary’s perpetual 
virginity any matter of religion. .... As for baptism of 
infants, it is sufficiently warranted by reasons of Scrip- 
ture, though not by example.” ? 

I proceed to the fourth position, on which, however, 
the passages already quoted might be a sufficient testi- 
mony ; especiaily where he says,—“ There is no matter 
necessary to eternal life which is not plainly and sufficiently 
set forth in many places of Scripture.” 

I will, however, add the following, as further proofs of 
his mind on this important point. 

“ They [i.e. the Scriptures] are as a rule of steel that 
is firm and changeth not. (Matt. v. 18. Ps. xix. 9.) For 
seeing they are sufficient to make us wise unto salvation, 
as is before proved, it followeth of necessity, that there is 
a most certain rule of truth for instruction both of faith 
and works, to be learned out of them by ordinary means of 
reading, prayer, study, the gifts of tongues, and other sci- 
ences, to which God promiseth the assistance of his grace. 
(John v.39. Jamesi. 5.) And this sword of the Spirit, 
which is the word of God written, as. the example of 
Christ our General Captain showeth, (Matt. iv.) is deli- 
vered unto us by the Holy Ghost, both to defend our 
faith and to overcome all our spiritual enemies, which 
are the devil and his instruments, false prophets, heretics, 
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schismatics, and such like. (Eph. vi. 12.)’—“ Are the 
Scriptures, then, plain and easy to be understood? There 
are some hard things in the Scriptures, that have proper 
relation to the time in which the Scripture was written 
and uttered, or which are prophecies of things to be 
fulfilled hereafter, which if we never understand, we shall 
be never the worse for the attaining of everlasting salva- 
tion. There are other things in Scripture belonging 
unto the saving knowledge of God; all which are dark 
and difficult unto those whose eyes the god of this world 
hath blinded. (2 Cor. iv. 4. 2 Pet. iii. 5. John viii. 43.) 
But unto such as are by grace enlightened and made 
willing to understand, (Ps. cxix. 18.), howsoever some 
things remain obscure (2 Pet. iii. 16.) to exercise their 
diligence, yet the fundamental doctrines of faith and pre- 
cepts of life are all plain and perspicuous. For atu pDoc- 
TRINE NECESSARY TO BE KNOWN UNTO ETERNAL SALVA- 
TION IS SET FORTH IN THE SCRIPTURES MOST CLEARLY 
AND PLAINLY, EVEN TO THE CAPACITY AND UNDERSTAND- 
ING OF THE SIMPLE AND UNLEARNED. “ But here the 
Papists have many things to object against you, to prove 
that the Scriptures are dark and hard to be understood : 
and, Object. 1., First, That the matters contained in them 
are divine, high, and beyond man’s reason, as the Trinity , 
the Creation of nothing, &. These matters indeed are 
above human reason, and therefore are we to bring faith 
to believe them, not human reason to comprehend them. 
But they are delivered in Scripture in as plain terms as 
such matter can be. Object. 2. Peter saith, That some 
things in Paul’s Epistles are hard, and wrested by un- 
learned and unstable men. (2 Pet. iii. 16.) First, he saith 
not that all Paul’s Epistles are hard, but something in 
them, which we grant. Secondly, They are the wicked 
and unsettled in knowledge that wrest them, as gluttons 
and drunkards abuse meat and drink. Object. 3. If the 
Scriptures were not dark, what need so many commenta- 
ries upon them? And why are they so full of parables 
and allegories as they are?’ THE WHOLE DOCTRINE OF 
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SALVATION IS TO BE FOUND SO PLAIN THAT IT NEEDETH NO 
comMMentTARY. And commentaries are for other places 
that are dark, and also to make more large use of Scrip- 
ture than a new beginner can make of himself, which we 
see necessary in all human arts and sciences. Further, 
though the speech of Scripture seem hard at first, yet by 
custom it becometh easy, as reading doth to children. 
Object. 4. The godly eunuch saith, he could not under- 
stand the Scripture without an interpreter. (Acts viii. 31.) 
Though he understood not some dark places, yet that 
hindered him not from reading plainer places. Object. 5. 
The multitude of learned men that fall into heresies, which 
they labour to confirm by Scripture, proveth that the 
Scripture is dark. It is their naughty hearts, that come 
not with an humble and godly affection, that maketh 
them do so. Object. 6. But we see by experience that 
there are many that daily read the Scriptures, and yet 
understand not the thousandth part of them. They read 
them not with care and conscience, with prayer and 
study, but like the women that are always learning and 
never come to the knowledge of the truth. (2 Tim. iii. 7.) 
Object. 7. If the Scriptures be so plain and perspicuous, 
what need is there then of an interpreter? First to un- 
fold obscure places. (Acts viii. 31.) Secondly, to incul- 
eate and apply plain texts. (2 Pet. i. 12, 13. 1 Cor. 
KV.) et 

“ Although there be some hard things in the Scripture, 
especially such as have proper relation to the times in 
which they were first uttered, and prophecies of things 
which were afterwards to be fulfilled, yet all things neces- 
sary to be known unto everlasting salvation, are clearly 
delivered therein; and nothing of that kind is spoken 
under dark mysteries in one place which is not in other 
places spoken more familiarly and plainly, to the capacity 
both of learned and unlearned.” * 

“ The Holy Scriptures contain all things necessary to 
salvation, AND are able to instruct sufficiently in all points 
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of faith that we are bound to believe, and all good duties 
that we are bound to practise.” 4 

I proceed to the fifth position, respecting which we 
have the following testimony. 

“ How may it appear that this book, which you call 
the Book of God and the Holy Seripture, is the word of 
God indeed, and not men’s policies? By the constant 
testimony of men in all ages, from them that first knew 
these penmen of the Holy Ghost, with their writings, 
until our time; anp reasons taken out of the works them- 
selves agreeable to the quality of the writers. Both 
which kinds of arguments the Holy Scriptures have as 
much and far more than any other writings. Wherefore, 
as it were extreme impudency to deny the works of 
Homer, Plato, Virgil, Tully, Livy, Galen, and such like, 
which the consent of all ages has received and delivered 
unto us, which also by the tongue, phrase, matter, and 
all other circumstances agreeable, are confirmed to be 
the works of the same authors whose they are testified to 
be; so it were more than brutish madness to doubt of the 
certain truth and authority of the Holy Scriptures, which 
no less but much more than any other writings for their 
authors, are testified and confirmed to be the sacred word 
of the ever-living God. Vot only testified, I say, by the 
uniform witness of men in all ages, but also confirmed by 
such reasons taken out of the writings themselves, as do 
sufficiently argue the Spirit of God to be the Author of 
them. For we may learn out of the testimonies them- 
selves, as David did, Ps. exix. 152, that God hath esta- 
blished them for ever.—Let me hear some of those rea- 
sons which prove that God is the Author of the Holy 
Scriptures. First, the true godliness and holiness where- 
with the writers of the Scriptures shined as lamps in 
their times, and far surpassed all men of other religions. 
.... 2. The simplicity, integrity, and sincerity of these 
writers in matters that concern themselves, and those 
that belong unto them... . . 3. The quality and condi- 
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tion of the penmen of these holy writings... . 4. The 
matter of the Holy Scripture being altogether of heavenly 
doctrine. 0: 5. The doctrine of the Scripture is such 
as could never breed in the brains of man... . . 6. The 
sweet concord between these writings. .... 7. A con- 
tinuance of wonderful prophecies, foretelling things to 
come so long before. ... . 8. The great majesty full of 
heavenly wisdom and authority... .. 9. In speaking of 
matters of the highest nature, they go not about to per- 
suade men by reasons as philosophers and orators, but 
absolutely require credit to be given to them because the 
Lord hath spoken it... .. 10. The end and scope of 
the Scriptures is for the advancement of God’s glory and 
the salvation of man’s soul..... 11. The admirable 
power and force that is in them to convert and alter 
men’s minds..... 12. The Scriptures, as experience 
showeth, have the power of God inthem..... 13. The 
writers of the Holy Scriptures are the most antient of 
all others..... 14. The deadly hatred that the devil 
and all wicked men carry against the Scriptures. .... 
15. The marvellous preservation of the Scriptures. .. . . 
—Show now how the Holy Scriptures have the consonant 
testimony of men of all times since they were written, 
that they are the most holy word of God... . . [where, 
having spoken of the testimony borne to Moses by 
Joshua, and the testimony of other writers of the Old 
Testament to their predecessors in the Canon, he adds], 
Finally, from that time [i.e. the time of Malachi] the 
Church of the Jews, until the coming of Christ in the 
flesh, embraced all the former writings of the prophets as 
the book of God. Christ himself appealeth unto them 
as a sufficient testimony of him. John v. 39. The Apo- 
stles and Evangelists prove the writings of the New Tes- 
tament by them; and the Catholic Church of Christ from 
the Apostles’ time unto this day, hath acknowledged all the 
said writings, both of the Old and New Testament, to be 
the undoubted word of God. Thus have we the testi- 
mony both of the Old Church of the Jews, God’s pecu- 


718 DOCTRINE OF CHURCH OF ENGLAND 


liar people and first-born, to whom the oracles of God 
were committed, (Acts vil. 38. Hos. viii. 12. Rom. iii. 2. 
and ix. 4.) and the New of Christians, together with the 
general account which all the godly at all times have 
made of the Scriptures, when they have crossed their 
natures and courses, as accounting it in their souls to be 
of God; and the special testimony of martyrs, who have 
sealed the certainty of the same by shedding their blood 
for them. Hereunto also may be added the testimony of 
those which are out of the Church, heathens, out of 
whom many antient testimonies are cited to this purpose 
by Josephus contra Appion., Turks, Jews, who to this day 
acknowledge all the books of the Old Testament, and 
heretics who labour to shroud themselves under them, &c. 
—Are there not some divine testimonies which may like- 
wise be added to these? Yes; First, the known mira- 
cles, which the devil was never able to do, that did so 
often follow the writers and teachers of the Scriptures. 
Secondly, the manifold punishments and destruction of 
those that have reviled and persecuted the same.—Are 
these motives of themselves sufficient to work saving 
faith, and persuade us fully to rest in God’s word? No; 
Besides all these, it is required, that we have the Spirit 
of God as well to open our eyes to see the light, as to seal 
up fully unto our hearts that truth which we see with our - 
eyes. For the same Holy Spirit that inspired the Scrip- 
tures, inclineth the hearts of God’s children to believe what 
is revealed in them, and inwardly assureth them, above all 
reasons and arguments, that these are the Scriptures of God. 
Therefore the Lord, by the prophet Isaiah, promiseth to 
join his Spirit with his word, and that it shall remain 
with his children for ever. Isa. lix. 21. The same pro- 
miseth our Saviour Christ unto his disciples concerning 
the Comforter, which he would send to lead them into all 
truth, to teach them all things, and to put them in mind 
of all things which he had said unto them. John xiv. 26. 
and xv. 26. and xvi. 23. The Lord, by the prophet Jere- 
miah, also promiseth to give his law into their minds, and 


ON THE SUBJECT OF THIS WORK. 719 


to write it in the hearts of his people. Jer. xxxi. 33. And 
St. John saith to the faithful, that by the anointing of 
the Holy Spirit which is on them, they know all things. 
1 John ii. 20. This testimony of God's Spirit in the 
hearts of his faithful, as it is proper to the word of God, 
so is it greater than any human persuasions grounded upon 
reason or witnesses of men.”—“ They [i.e. the Papists] 
olject that it is by tradition and not by Scripture that we 
know such and such books to be Scripture. Though new 
beginners do first learn it from the faithful, yet afterwards 
they know it upon grounds of Scripture. As an ignorant 
man may be told of the hking’s coin, but it is not that 
telling but the king's stamp that maketh it current and 
good coin.” + 
I proceed to 


Bisuop Taytor. 


To the testimony of this learned and able Prelate, Mr. 
Keble justly attaches much importance; and therefore, 
besides the extract from him in the “Catena,” he is 
quoted at some length in the Postscript to the Sermon,? 
and claimed as a supporter of the system under review. 
Where lies the force of the passage in the “ Catena” to 
prove the truth of Mr. Keble’s views, I confess I cannot 
see. Nay, in that passage (taken from the Dissuasive 
from Popery, Pt. 1. bk. 1. § 1.) the bishop says,—“ To 
these [i. e. the Scriptures] we also add, not as authors or 
finishers, but as helpers of our faith, and heirs of the doc- 
trine apostolical, the sentiments and catholic doctrine of 
the Church of God in the ages next after the Apostles.” 
“ Any number that is less than all, does not prove a catholic 
consent.” “We do easily acknowledge that to dispute 
these questions from the sayings of the Fathers, is not the 
readiest way to make an end of them; but therefore we do 
wholly rely upon Seriptures as the foundation and final re- 
sort of all our persuasions, and from thence can never be 
confuted ; but we also admit the Fathers as admirable helps 
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for the understanding of the Scriptures, and as good tes- 
timony of the doctrine delivered from their forefathers 
down to them, of what the Church esteemed the way of 
salvation ; and therefore if we find any doctrine now taught 
which was not placed in their way of salvation, we reject it 
as being no part of the Christian faith, and which ought not 
to be imposed upon consciences”—i. e. in vital points, he 
admits the testimonies of the Fathers negatively, as proof 
against novel doctrines. 

True, he says,—‘ It is not easy to find a better [sword 
to combat the errors of the Romanists] than the word of 
God, expounded by the prime and best antiquity.”- But 
this proves nothing more than that the bishop held that 
the expositions of that antiquity, the authority of which 
the Romanists acknowledged, were good arguments for 
their confutation. For his own views as to their use or 
authority, we must look further ; and we find them abun- 
dantly manifested in the very work from which this ex- 
tract is taken, 

Before, however, we proceed to the passages we are 
about to quote, there are some extracts in the Postscript 
of the Sermon to be considered, and particularly an al- 
leged change of views in Bishop Taylor on this matter. 

In his “ Liberty of Prophesying,” published in 1647, 
and republished by the author in 1657, and his “ Ductor 
Dubitantium,” or Rule of Conscience, published in 1660, 
only seven years before his death, there are some passages 
admitted to be very inconsistent with the views of the 
Tractators. It appears, however, that in a sermon to his 
clergy between 1660 and 1664, there are some passages 
supposed to be favourable to them ; and accordingly Mr. 
Keble intimates that his views underwent a change on 
these points at that time ; and Bishop Jebb (as quoted by 
Mr. Keble) hesitates not to say, “ Vincentius’ rule .. . 
has been unreservedly acknowledged as a just and true 
guide by Bishop Taylor, in one of his latest works, his 
Visitation Sermon at Connor; a tribute this last the more 
remarkable, because, in his Liberty of Prophesying, and 
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in his Ductor Dubitantium, he had spoken less respect- 
fully of the principle; and his remarkable change of lan- 
guage can be accounted for only by his having under- 
gone a correspondent change of sentiment. He had seen, 
felt, and weighed every difficulty ; the result of all was a de- 
liberate persuasion that Vincentius was right, and that he 
himself had been wrong.”* 

Now it must at once strike the reader as not a little 
extraordinary, that such a change should have taken place 
in such a case. And before the assertion was ventured 
that Bishop Taylor had changed his mind in a matter of 
such moment, and one in which he had repeatedly stated 
his views, in very clear and strong language, and that, in 
his greatest and most elaborate work, the “ Ductor Du- 
bitantium,” it would have been well to have referred to 
his last work, viz. the Second Part of the Dissuasive from 
Popery, which was passing through the press at the time 
of his death in 1667, and published shortly after. Would 
not any ordinary reader suppose that there was no testi- 
mony subsequent to that sermon, by which the views of 
Bishop Taylor could be ascertained? And is it fair thus 
to keep back part of the case? And with the existence 
of this work Mr. Keble is well acquainted ; for, as we 
have seen, the extract in his Catena is taken from the 
first part of it. 

I commend the following passage from that work to 
the attention of the reader. “I shall now,” he says, “re- 
present the uncertainty and fallibility of the pretence of 
traditions in ordinary, and the certain deceptions of those 
who trust them, and the impossibility of ending many 
questions by them. ... This topic of pretended tradi- 
tion is the most fallible thing in the world. ... Add 
to this, that the world is not agreed about the compe- 
tency of the testimony, or what is sufficient to prove tra- 
dition to be apostolical. Some require and allow only 
the testimony of the present Catholic Church, to prove a 
tradition... . But there is a better way; Vincentius 

1 Lett. 53. Forster’s Life, ii. 249. 
VOL. Il. AAA 


722 DOCTRINE OF CHURCH OF ENGLAND 


Lirinensis’s way of judging a traditional doctrine to be 
apostolical and divine, is ‘the consent of all Churches 
and allages.’ It is something less than St. Austin re- 
quires (Lib. de doctr. Christiana, c. 8.) . . . . He speaks 
it of the particular of judging what books are canonical ; 
in which, as tradition is the way to judge, so the rule of 
tradition is ‘ the consent of most of the Catholic Churches, 
particularly those places where the Apostles did sit, and 
to which the Apostles did write... . This way of St. 
Austin is of great and approved use in the knowing 
what books are canonical ; and in these things it can be 
had, in some more, in some less, in all more than can be 
said against it; and there is nothing in succeeding times 
to give a check to our assent in their degrees, because 
the longer the succession runs, still the more the Church 
was established in it. But yet concerning those books of 
Scripture, of which it was long doubted in the Church 
whether they were part of the Apostolical Canon of Scrip- 
ture, there ought to be no pretence that they were deli- 
vered for such by the Apostles; at least not by those 
Churches who doubted of them . . . the consequent will 
be that TRADITION IS AN UNCERTAIN THING ; and if it can- 
not be entire and full in assigning the Canon of Scrip- 
ture, it is hardly to be trusted for anything else which con- 
sists of words subject to divers interpretations. But, in 
other things, it may be, the case is not so; for we find 
that, in divers particulars, to prove a point to bea tra- 
dition apostolical, use is made of the testimony of the 
three first ages. Indeed, these are the likeliest to know ; 
but yet they have told us of some things to be traditions, 
which we have no reason to believe to be such. Onty THUS 
PAR THEY ARE USEFUL; if they never reported a doctrine, 
it is the less likely to descend from the Apostles; and if 
the order of succession be broken anywhere, the succeed- 
ing ages can never be surer. If they speak against a 
doctrine, as, for example, against the half communion, 
we are sure it was no tradition apostolical ; if they speak 
not at all of it, we can never prove the tradition ; for it 
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may have come in since that time, and yet come to be 
thought or called ‘ tradition apostolical’ from other causes, 
of which I have given account. AND, INDEED, THERE IS 
NO SECURITY SUFFICIENT, BUT THAT WHICH CAN NEVER BE 
HAD, AND THAT IS THE UNIVERSAL POSITIVE TESTIMONY OF 
ALL THE Cuurcn oF Curist; which [adds Bishop Taylor, 
applying these GENERAL remarks on tradition in the 
abstract, to the particular case with which he was then 
dealing,] he that looks for in the disputed traditions, pre- 
tended by the Church of Rome, may look as long as the 
Jews do for their wrong Messias. So much as this is, 
can never be had; and less than this, will never do it.”} 

This is but one of many similar passages in this work, 
some of which I shall adduce presently; but this alone 
may, I think, be allowed to decide the question as to 
Bishop Taylor’s alleged change of views in this matter, 
as far as points of faith are concerned. The fact is, it is 
only necessary to put together what he has said in his 
“ Ductor Dubitantium” on this point, and observe his 
whole mind upon it, to see that in all that he has said 
respecting it in these various works, at least as far as con- 
cerns points of faith, he has taken precisely the same 
ground, 

It will be observed that in the passage just quoted from 
the Second Part of the Dissuasive, Bishop Taylor allows 
the usefulness of Church tradition, (1) in its testimony re- 
specting the Canon of Scripture, (though widely differing 
from our opponents as to the extent of that usefulness ;) 
and also (2) negatively as to doctrines, i. e., that its absence 
throws suspicion on a doctrine, and its opposition is suffi- 
cient to condemn it; and in the next chapter he admits 
(3) the authority of the Creed, as an Apostolical tradition, 
on the testimony of the early Church. Now this is pre- 
cisely the ground he had taken in his “ Ductor Dubitan- 
tium ;” where he says, as it respects the first, “'The next 
inquiry is, What use there is of traditions; and if they 
cannot be a part of the rule, what aids do they bring to 

! Diss. from Pop. Pt. 2. Bk. 1. Sect. 3. § 6. Works, x. 441—51. 
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the conscience in faith or manners? To this I answer, 
that tradition is of great use for the conveying of this 
great rale of conscience, the Holy Scriptures of the Old and 
New Testament.”! Proceeding, a little further on, to the 
consideration of the rule of Vincentius Lirinensis, he says, 
(2), “ If we begin to account by this rule of Vincentius, and 
go backwards, it is nothing, unless we go back as far as to 
the Apostles inclusively ; but if we begin there, and make 
that clear, it matters not how little a way it descends ; 
and, therefore, although it is an excellent rule to reprove 
vain and novel pretensions, yet there is nothing to be 
proved by it practicably.”* Again, “The third rule is, 
‘Whatsoever the Catholic Church hath kept in all ages 
by-gone, may rightly be believed to have descended from 
the Apostles, though it be such a thing which might have 
been instituted by the Church.’ This rule is the same 
with that of Lirinensis, of which I have already given ac- 
count; and certainly in those things in which it can be 
made use of, which are extremely few, it is the best, and, 
indeed, the only good one. But then this can relate only to 
rituals, not to matter of doctrine... .. By this rule the 
distinction of Bishops and Presbyters is an A,postolical 
tradition, besides the Scriptures, by which it appears to 
be divine; by this the consecration of the blessed Eu- 
charist by ecclesiastical persons, bishops and _ priests, is 
certainly a tradition Apostolical ; by this the Lord’s Day 
is derived to us from the Apostles; and by this the bap- 
tism of infants is much confirmed unto the Church; and 
whatsoever can descend to us, and be observed in this 
channel, there is no sufficient reason to deny it to be 
Apostolical.”* And then (3) further on, coming to the 
consideration of the Apostles’ Creed, he says, after having 
quoted the testimonies of the Fathers respecting it, 
“Since, as Sixtus Senensis says, that ‘ All the orthodox 
Fathers affirm the Creed to be made by the Apostles ;’ 
and they all say this is a sufficient rule of faith for all 


1 Bk. ii. ch. 3. Rule 14. vol. xiii. p. 114. 
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Christians; here we ought to rest our heads and our 
hearts, and not to intricate our faith by more questions.’ + 
How far he is correct on this last point, the reader may 
judge from the testimonies in c. 4 above. The statement 
of Sixtus Senensis appears to have been too much relied 
upon by him. 

Now in the sermon from which Mr. Keble quotes, and 
to which Bishop Jebb refers, as indicating a change of 
views respecting the value of Church-tradition, the 
Bishop says, “ Next to this analogy or proportion of 
faith, let the consent of the Catholic Church be your 
measure, so as by no means to prevaricate in any doc- 
trine in which all Christians always have consented. This 
will appear to be a necessary rule by-and-bye; but 
in the mean time I shall observe to you that it will 
be the safer, because it CANNOT GO FAR; it can be in- 
stanced BUT iN THREE THINGS, in THE CREED, in ECCLE- 
SIASTICAL GOVERNMENT, and in EXTERNAL FORMS OF WOR- 
SHIP AND LirurGy.” And then he proceeds to enumerate 
some of the more important points of ecclesiastical govern- 
ment, and forms of worship and liturgy, in which “all 
Christians ever have consented,’ as the observation of 
the Lord’s Day, episcopacy, baptism, kc. Now here the 
allowance of Vincentius’s rule is just in those points, and 
in those points only, in which it was allowed in the 
“ Ductor Dubitantium,” i. e. in the Creed and in rituals, 
in matters which the Church hath always practised, and 
the very same instances, viz. episcopacy, baptism, &e. are 
given in both cases; to which no doubt, had his subject 
led him to it in the sermon, he would have added, as in 
the other treatises, the use of tradition for conveying the 
Canon of Scripture, and negatively in matters of faith. 

Consequently, as it respects matters of faith, there is no 
evidence, in his sermon, of any change of mind as to the 
application or value of the rule of Vincentius; and fur- 
ther, there is evidence, from his very last work, the 
Second Part of the Dissuasive from Popery, that there 
was no such change. 

! Th. p. 168. 
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And I will here add another passage in proof of this, 
from the same work, i.e. the Second Part of the Dis- 
suasive. 


«“ But to come closer to the thing ; Suppose tradition of 
fact to be certain, for so it is in many instances, and if 
it be universal, it will be allowed to be so in all; yet it is 
but so certain, that yet there is a natural possibility that 
it should be false; and it is possible that what the gene- 
rality of one sort of men do jointly testify, may yet be 
found false, or at least uncertain; as the burial of Ma- 
homet in Mecca, and his being attracted by a loadstone, 
of which the Mahometans have a long and general tra- 
dition, at least we in Christendom are made to believe so; 
and if it be not so, yet it is naturally possible that they 
should all believe and teach a lie, and they actually do 
so; yet I will allow ecclesiastical catholic tradition, speak- 
ing morally, to be certain and indubitable ; and that if this 
should fail, much of our comfort and certainty of adhe- 
rence to Christian religion would fail with it; but then it 
is to be considered that THE CERTAINTY OF TRADITION, 
WHICH IS ALLOWED, IS BUT IN MATTERS OF FACT, NOT IN 
DOCTRINES ; because the fact may be one, the doctrines 
many ; that soon remembered, these soon forgotten ; that 
perceived by sense, these mistaken and misunderstood ; and 
though it is very credibly reported, and easily believed, 
that Julius Cesar was killed in the senate, yet all that he 
said that day, and all the unwritten orders he made, and 
all his orations, will not, cannot so easily be trusted upon 
oral tradition. So that oral tradition is a good ministry 
of conveying a record, but it is not the best record; and 
the principal office of oral tradition is done, when the re- 
cord is verified by it, when the Scripture is consigned ; 
and though still it is useful, yet it is not still so necessary. 

The effect of this discourse is this: That oral tra- 
dition may be very certain ; and, in some case, is the best 
evidence we have in matters of fact, unless where we are 
taught by sense or revelation; and if it were not certain, 
we should be infinitely to seek for notices of things that 
are past; but this is but a moral certainty, though it be 
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the best we have; and THIS IS BUT IN MATTERS OF FACT, 
NOT IN DOCTRINES, OR ORATIONS, OR NOTIONS DELIVERED 
IN MANY worbs; and after all this, when tradition hath 
consigned an instrument or record, a writing or a book, 
it may then leave being necessary ; and when the provi- 
dence of God undertakes to supply the testimony of man, 
the change is for our advantage.” 

Nay, Mr. Keble himself tells us that Bishop Taylor’s 
view in this matter was, “that in practical matters it 
[i. e. tradition] may be verified ; but In DocTRINAL, WITH 
THE EXCEPTION OF THE CREED, IT CANNOT.” (p. 71.) This 
yields the whole question. 

His notion respecting the Creed, that the testimony of 
the Fathers proves it to be an Apostolical composition, 
is of course opposed to that which I have maintained in 
the fourth chapter, where I have endeavoured to show 
that such a notion has no sufficient foundation to rest 
upon; and that be the authority of the Fathers what it 
may, their testimony is not to be had for this point. But 
his notion in this matter touches not any of the main 
points of the system under review. 

As it respects points of ecclesiastical polity, his lan- 
guage in the sermon may seem, at first view, stronger 
than might have been expected ; but upon consideration 
we shall, I think, find that there is no real inconsistency 
in his statements; and that they are practically and es- 
sentially confirmatory of our views. 

He says, in the “ Ductor,” “ Whatever can descend to 
us and be observed in this channel, [i. e. Church-tradi- 
tion,] there is no sufficient reason to deny it to be Apo- 
stolical ; but then how far it can be obligatory to all ages, and 
to all Churches, will be another consideration.”? He here 
seems to admit, hke some of the Fathers, that Church- 
tradition might be found for some rites, sufficient at least 
to render it probable that they had Apostolical sanction ; 
but then he thinks this insufficient to prove their per- 
petual obligation ; which practically makes the admission 
of little importance. 


1 Introd. vol, x, 280, 281. 2 Vol, xiii. p. 139. 
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Now let us proceed to see how he speaks of the same 
matter in his dast work, the second part of the Dissuasive. 
“ That any or more of these [i. e. the A postolical] Churches 
did or did not do so, zs no argument that such a custom 
came from the Apostles ; or if it did, that it did oblige suc- 
ceeding ages, unless this custom began by a doctrine, and 
that the tradition came from the Apostles with a declara- 
tion of its perpetual obligation ;’! and for the doctrine in 
such a case he tells us we must go to Scripture. Thus as 
to the baptism of children he says, “ The matter of fact 
is indifferent if abstracted from the doctrine. For at the 
first they did or they did not aceording as they pleased, 
for there is no pretence of tradition that the Church in 
all ages did baptize all the infants of Christian parents. 
... . But then, if we consider the doctrine appendant 
to it . . . the proper reasons why the Church baptizes 
infants ... are wholly derived to us from Scripture 
grounds.” . .. “It was but weakly said by Cardinal 
Perron, that there is no place of Scripture by which we 
can evidently and necessarily convince the anabaptists- 
For ... although the Anabaptists endeavour to elude 
the arguments of Scripture, yet it follows not that Serip- 
ture is not clear and certain in the article... .. If the 
Anabaptists speak probably and reasonably in their an- 
swers, then it will rather follow that the point is nor 
NECESSARY, than that it must be proved necessary by some 
other topic. All people that believe baptism of infants 
necessary, think that they sufficiently prove it from Scrip- 
ture ; and Bellarmine, though he also urges this point as an 
argument for tradition [as our opponents do], yet, upon 
wiser thoughts, he proves it, and not unsuccessfully, by three 
arguments from Scripture.”* “ Although we are able to 
prove this [i.e. that two sacraments only are generally 
necessary to salvation] by a tradition much more univer- 
sal than by which the Roman doctors can prove seven, 
yet we rely upon Scripture for our doctrine.’? Other 
similar passages might be added, particularly as to the 
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observance of the Lord’s day.1. So that even should it be 
admitted that Church-tradition may convey to us the 
knowledge of some apostolically-instituted rites and cus- 
toms, yet he does not allow the authority of that Church- 
tradition to bind us to the observance of them, unless the 
Scripture clearly lays down a doctrine prescribing them 
as of perpetual obligation. 

In this latter work, then, so far from having receded 
from his unfavourable opinion of tradition, he intimates 
that the practice of the primitive Churches cannot even 
prove that a custom was derived from the Apostles, and 
still more strongly maintains, that if it did, it did not 
oblige succeeding ages, unless it was grounded upon doc- 
trine laid down in the Scriptures. 

Now in the intermediate time between the writing of 
these two works, he says to his clergy, after mentioning 
the Lord’s day, baptism, episcopacy, confirmation, public 
forms of prayer, &c. (the observation of which he else- 
where places upon scriptural grounds,) “ He that shall 
prophesy or expound Scripture to the prejudice of any of 
these things, hath no part in that article of his creed, he 
does not believe the holy Catholic Church, he hath no 
fellowship, no communion with the saints and servants of 
God.” ? | 

I can see no opposition in this passage to his statements 
elsewhere. He does not put forward anything here on 
the ground of Apostolical tradition. All that he avers is, 
that such and such observances are enjoined in Scripture, 
and had been practised for centuries in (speaking gene- 
rally) the universal Church, and consequently that he 
who interpreted Scripture contrary to them, was opposing 
himself to the whole Church. But this does not show 
that he did not throughout place the onus of proof for 
their perpetual obligation upon Scripture. At any rate, 
he did this in the last work he wrote, when his views 
were in their most mature state. And in this work he 
does not, like the Tractators, tell us that Scripture is so 


1 pp. 436, 7. 2 Works, vi. p. 521. 


730 DOCTRINE OF CHURCH OF ENGLAND 


obscure on these points that it needs tradition to unfold 
its meaning to us, and that the only ground upon which 
we can rest the correctness of our interpretation of the 
brief and obscure notices of Scripture respecting them, is 
the testimony of Church-tradition. No, he points to 
Scripture as delivering clearly to us all important points, 
as we shall see presently. And in his sermon to his 
clergy he seems evidently to have had in view more 
especially the case of individuals who attempted to prove 
from Scripture that such things were unlawful, and sepa- 
rated from the Church on account of them, whose pre- 
sumption he justly rebukes, and guards his clergy against 
the influence of those domestic malcontents who might 
mislead them. 

Viewing the different circumstances under which he 
was speaking, his statements appear to me easily recon- 
cileable with one another. Will Mr. Keble, indeed, con- 
tend that he said one thing in 1660, another in 1664, and 
in 1667 went back to his views of 1660? 

I must also add, that in his last work he gives some 
very useful remarks and stringent cautions as to the 
admission of pretended Apostolical traditions in rituals. 
“ For aught appears to the contrary,” he says, “ many 
traditions were two or three hundred years old the first 
day they were born; and it is not easy to reckon by what 
means the Fathers came or might come to admit many 
things to be tradition; and themselves were not sure: 
therefore they made rules of their conjecture, presump- 
tions, and sometimes weak arguments. It will be much 
more hard for us to tell which are right and which are 
wrong, who have nothing but their rules, which were 
then but conjectural, and are since proved in many 
instances to be improbable. Such is that rule of St. 
Austin, (De bapt. contr. Donat. lib. iv. ce. 24. and e. 6.), 
‘ Whatsoever was anciently received and not instituted, 
so far as men looking back may observe, by posterity, 
that is, not decreed by councils, may most rightly be 
believed to descend from Apostolical tradition, [the 
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famous rule so often quoted]; that is, if we do not know 
the beginning of a universal custom, we may safely con- 
clude it to be primitive and apostolic. Which kind of 
rule is something like what a witty gentleman said of an 
old man and an old woman in Ireland; that if they should 
agree to say that they were Adam and Eve, no man 
living could disprove them. .... It is certain this rule 
is but a precarious pitiful presumption, since every 
antient custom that any succeeding age hath a mind to 
continue, may, for the credit of it, and the ignorance of 
the original, like new upstart gentlemen, be entitled to 
an honourable house. ‘ Every one believes the com- 
mandments of his ancestors to be traditions apostolical,’ 
said St. Jerome; and that these came in by private 
authority, and yet obtained a public name, we have com- 
petent warranty from Tertullian, (De Cor. Mil. ¢. 4.) 
who justifies it thus far, ‘ Do you not think it lawful for 
every faithful man to appoint whatever he thinks may 
please God unto discipline and salvation?’ And St. 
Ireneus tells (ap. Euseb. lib. [V.] ¢. 26.) that the variety 
of keeping Lent, which puts in strongly also to be an Apo- 
stolical tradition, began among his ancestors, ‘ who did 
not accurately observe their customs, who, by a certain 
simplicity or private authority, appointed anything for 
their posterity.’ So that here it is apparent that every 
private man that was of an antient standing in the 
Church might introduce customs and usages which him- 
self thought pious. And next it is also evident that 
when these customs derived from their ancestors hap- 
pened to continue in a lasting use, their posterity was 
apt to call them traditions apostolical: according to Ter- 
tullian, who confessed this very thing. Thus things 
indifferent being esteemed useful or pious, became cus- 
tomary, and then came for reverence into a putative and 
usurped authority; but they who, having this warning 
from the very persons whence the mistake comes, will 
yet swallow the hook, deserve to live upon air and faney, 
and to chew deceit. But this topic of pretended tradi- 
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tion is the most fallible thing in the world; for it is 
discovered of some things that are called Apostolical tra- 
dition that they had their original of being so esteemed 
upon the authority and reputation of one man .. . . the 
gospel of Nicodemus, so far as yet appears, was author 
of the pretended tradition of the signing with the sign of 
the cross at every motion of the body; and led Tertullian 
and St. Basil, and in consequence the Churches of suc- 
ceeding ages, into the practice of it. A little thing will 
draw on a willing mind; and nothing is so credulous as 
piety and timorous religion; and nothing was more fear- 
ful to displease God and curious to please him than the 
primitive Christians, and everything that would invite 
them to what they thought pious was sure to prevail; 
and how many such pretences might enter in at this 
wide door, every man can easily observe.” 1 

On this point, however, I shall not enlarge, but proceed 
at once to the passages more immediately relating to our 
present subject, which, to avoid all cavil, I shall take from 
Bishop Taylor’s last work, the second part of his Dis- 
suasive. 

On the first point we have the following testimony. 

“That the Scripture is a full and sufficient rule to 
Christians in faith and manners, a full and perfect de- 
claration of the will of God, is therefore certain, because 
we have no other. For if we consider the grounds upon 
which all Christians believe the Scriptures to be the word 
of God, the same grounds prove that nothing else is... . 
A doctrine is neither more nor less the word of God for 
being written or unwritten; that is but accidental and 
extrinsecal to it; for it was first unwritten, and then the 
same thing was written: only when it was written it was 
better conserved and surer transmitted, and not easily 
altered, and more fitted to be a rule. And indeed only can 
be so: not but that every word of God is as much a rule 
as any word of God; but we are sure that what is so 
written and so transmitted is God’s word, WHEREAS CON- 
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CERNING OTHER THINGS WHICH WERE NOT WRITTEN, WE 
HAVE NO CERTAIN RECORDS, NO EVIDENT PROOF, NO SUF- 
FICIENT CoNvicTion, and therefore it is not capable of 
being owned as the rule of faith or life, because we do not 
know it to be the word of God.” “ When the Apostles 
were all dead, then that apostasy foretold began to appear, 
and heresies of which the Church was warned began to 
arise. But it is greatly to be remarked, there was then no 
heresy that pretended any foundation from Scripture, but 
from tradition many: for it was accounted so glorious a 
thing to have been taught by an Apostle, that even good 
men were willing to believe anything which their scholars 
pretended to have heard their masters preach. ... . How 
many of those [traditions] who did descend and pass on to 
custom were of a true and apostolical original, and how 
many were not so, it will be impossible to find now; only, 
because we are sure there was some false dealing in this 
matter, and we know there might be much more than we 
have discovered, we have no reason to rely upon any tradi- 
tion for ANY PART of our faith.” ? 

As it respects the second and third points, we may 
judge of Bishop Taylor’s views from the following pas- 
sages :—“ The truth, fulness, and sufficiency of Scripture in 
all matters of faith and manners is the principle that I and 
all Protestants rely upon. And although this be not a 
first and self-evident principle, yet it is resolved into these 
that are. 1. Whatsoever God hath said is true. 2. 
Whatsoever God hath doneis good. 3. Whatsoever God 
intends to bring to pass he hath appointed means sufficient 
to that end. Now since God hath appointed the Scrip- 
tures to instruct us and make us wise unto salvation, and to 
make the man of G'od perfect, certain it is that this means 
must needs be sufficient to effect that end. Now that God 
did do this to this end, to them that believe the Scriptures to 
be the word of God, is as evident as any first principle. And 
let these Scriptures be weighed together, and see what they 
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doamount to. ‘Search the Scriptures, for therein ye think 
to have eternal life.’ (John v. 39.)..... But then to 
this add what more concerns the New Testament; when 
St. Luke wrote his gospel, in his preface he tells us, ‘ that 
many had taken in hand to set forth in order a declara- 
tion of those things which are most surely believed 
amongst us Christians, and that he having perfect under- 
standing of all things, viz. which Christ did and taught, 
from the very first, did write this gospel, that Theophilus 
might know the certainty of those things in which he had 
been instructed.’ Now here, if we believe St. Luke, was 
no want of anything ; he was fully instructed in all things, 
and he chose to write that book, that by that book Theo- 
philus might know the truth, yea the certainty of all 
things. Now if we be Christians, and believe St. Luke 
to be divinely-inspired, this is not indeed a first but an 
evident principle, that a book of Scripture can make a 
man certain and instructed in the whole gospel of Jesus 
Christ. Tothe same purpose is that of St. John (John xx. 
31.), ‘These things are written that ye might believe that 
Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God, and that believing ye 
might have life through his name.’ The end is salvation 
by Jesus Christ; the means of effecting this was this 
writing, the gospel by St. John, and therefore it is a sure 
principle fer Christians to rely upon, the word of God, 
written by men divinely-inspired, such as Christians be- 
lieve and confess St. Luke and St. John to be... . Let 
us hear what St. Paul saith in an Epistle written, as it is 
probable, not long before his death... . ‘Continue thou 
in the things which thou hast learned, &c.’ (2 Tim. iii. 
14—17.) Now I demand, does J. S. believe these words 
to be true? Are the Scriptures able to make us wise 
unto salvation? Are they profitable to all intents and 
purposes of the Spirit, that is, to teach, to reprove, to cor- 
rect, toinstruct? Is the end of all this economy to make 
a Christian man, yea a Christian bishop, perfect? Can he 
by this dispensation be thoroughly furnished unto all good 
works, and that ‘by faith in Jesus Christ? If so, then 
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this is the true principle, the apostolical way, the way of 
God, the way of salvation.” } 

“That it was not lawful for Christians to swear at all, 
upon any account, was unanimously taught by St. Hilary 
and St. Jerome, St. Chrysostom, St. Ambrose and Theo- 
phylact.” And hence he draws the conclusion that “a 
consenting testimony of many Fathers, even of the greatest 
rank, is no irrefragable argument of the truth or catholic 
tradition.” * ‘ As the Fathers proved themselves fallible, 
both as such in writing against heretics, and in testifying 
concerning the Church’s doctrine in their age; so in the 
interpretations of Scripture, in which, although there be 
no universal consent of Fathers in any interpretation of 
Scripture concerning which questions [are] moved, so the 
best and most common consent that is, men of great note 
recede from it,” &c.3 

“This is the discourse of that great Christian philoso- 
pher St. Clement; from which, besides the direct testi- 
mony given to the fulness and sufficiency of Scripture in 
all matters of faith or questions in religion; we find him 
affirming that the Scriptures are a certain, and the only, 
demonstration of these things; they are the «purnpioy, ‘ the 
rule,’ of judging the controversies of faith; that the tra- 
dition ecclesiastical, that is, the whole doctrine taught by the 
Church of God, and preached to all men, is in the Scrip- 
ture ; and therefore that it is the plenary and perfect re- 
pository of tradition, that is, of the doctrine delivered by 
Christ and his Apostles ; and they who believe not these, 
areimpious. AND LEST ANY MAN SHOULD SAY THAT ‘ SUP- 
POSE SCRIPTURE DO CONTAIN ALL THINGS NECESSARY TO 
SALVATION, YET IT IS NECESSARY THAT TRADITION, or 
some infallible Church, po ExPOUND THEM, AND THEN 
IT IS AS LONG AS IT IS BROAD, AND COMES 
TO THE SAME ISSUE, Sr. CLement TELLS Us HOw 
THE SCRIPTURES ARE TO BE EXPOUNDED, SAYING THAT 
‘THEY WHO RELY UPON THEM MUST EXPOUND SCRIPTURES 
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By ScRIPURES AND BY THE ANALOGY OF FAITH, COM- 
PARING SPIRITUAL THINGS WITH SPIRITUAL, ONE PLACE 
WITH ANOTHER, A PART WITH THE WHOLE, AND ALL BY 
THE PROPORTION TO THE Divine arrrisures. THis 
WAS THE WAY OF THE Caurcy IN St. CLEMENT’S TIME, 
AND THIS IS THE WAY OF OURCHURCHES.” 

“ That the canonical Scriptures should be our only and 
entire rule, we are sufficiently convinced by the title 
which the Catholic Church gives and always hath given 
to the Holy Scriptures; for it is Kavwy, the ‘rule’ of 
Christians for their whole religion; the word itself ends 
this inquiry ; for it cannot be a canon if anything be put 
to it or taken from it, said St. Basil, St. Chrysostom, and 
Varinus.” 2 

And on the great point adduced by Mr. Keble as an 
instance of the necessity of tradition,® he says,—* St. 
Athanasius, speaking concerning the Nicene Council, 
made no scruple that the question was sufficiently deter- 
mined concerning the proper divinity of the Son of God, 
because it was determined and the faith was expounded 
according to the Scriptures ; and affirms that ‘the faith so 
determined was sufficient for the reproof of all impiety,’ 
meaning in the article of Christ’s divinity,‘ and for the 
establishment of the orthodox faith in Christ.’ (De In- 
carn.) Nay, he affirms that ‘ the Catholic Christians 
will neither speak nor endure to hear anything in religion 
that is a stranger to Scripture; it being an evil heart of 
immodesty to speak those things which are not written.’ 
(Exh. ad. Mon.) Which words I the rather remark, be- 
cause this article of the consubstantiality of Christ with 
the Father is brought as an instance By tHE Romanists of 
the necessity of tradition to make up the insufficiency of 
Scripture. But not in this only, but for the preaching of 
the truth indefinitely, that is, the whole truth of the gospel, 
he affirms the Scriptures to be sufficient.”4 And else- 
where, in direct opposition to the statement of Mr. Keble, 
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that “St. Athanasius and the Nicene Fathers were earnest 
and constant in resorting to tradition in order to decide 
among conflicting interpretations of Scripture, and settle the 
fundamentals of our most holy faith,’+ he says,—“ At 
Nice the consubstantiality of the Father and the Son was 


determined. ... But whatever it was which was ‘there 
determined, J am sureit was not determined by tradition, 
but by Scripture. .... When Constantine the Emperor 


exhorted the Nicene Fathers to concord in the question 
then to be disputed, they being Divine matters, he would 
they should be ended by the authority of the Divine 
Scriptures. .... ADD TCO SO Bite ramen And the 
Arians offered to be tried by tradition. .... St. Atha- 
nasius did sometimes pretend to it, though not always; 
and this shows that there was no clear, indubitate, notorious, 
universal tradition in the question, and if there were not 
such an one, as good none atall..... From all which 
it is evident that the questions at Nice were not and could 
not be determined by tradition. 2. That tradition might be 
and was pretended on both sides. 3. That when itis pre- 
tended by the contradicting parties with some probability, 
it can effectually serve neither. 4. That the tradition the 
Samosatenians and Arians boasted of had in it much pro- 
bability, when looked upon in its own series and proper 
state. 5. That the Divine Scriptures were at that time the 
best firmament of the Church, and defended her from 
that abuse which might have been imposed upon her 
under the title of tradition.” 2 : 

These passages, while more especially intended, in con- 
formity with the subject of dispute he had then in hand, 
to show “the sufficiency of the Holy Scriptures to salva- 
tion,” also prove that he held them to be the only source 
of all religious truth. 

There are, however, other passages also in which he 
speaks still more plainly. Thus he says,—“ The Scrip- 
ture is a full and sufficient rule to Christians in faith and 
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manners.”! “If we inquire upon what grounds the pri- 
mitive Church did rely for their whole religion, we shall 
find they knew none else but the Scriptures. ‘ Ubi 
Scriptum’ was their first inquiry. ‘Do the Prophets and 
the Apostles, the Evangelists or the Epistles, say so? 
Read it there, and then teach it ; else reject it—they call 
upon their charges in the words of Christ, ‘ Search the 
Scriptures””? And he brings instances of this in points 
evidently non-essential; as, for instance, the following 
from Origen ;—‘ Origen, when he propounded a question 
concerning the angels guardians of little children, viz., 
‘When the angels were appointed to them ?—at their 
birth, or at their baptism ?’—he adds, ‘ You see he that 
will discuss both of them warily, it is his part to produce 
Scripture for testimony agreeing to one of them both.’ 
That was the way of the doctors then. And Scripture is 
so full and perfect to all intents and purposes, that, for the 
confirmation of our discourses, Scripture is to be brought, 
saith Origen. ... It is evident that therefore Origen 
requires testimony of Scriptures, not because of the difhi- 
culty of things to be inquired, but because, without such 
testimony, they are not to be believed. For so are his 
very words; and therefore, whether they be easy or hard, 
if they be not in Scripture, the questions will be indeter- 
minable.”’ Basil, he tells us, says,—“ It is right and it 
is necessary that those things which appertain to use, 
every one should learn from the Scriptures, both for the 
replenishing of their mind with piety, as also that they 
may not be accustomed to human traditions.” “ By which 
words,” says Bishop Taylor, “he not only declares that 
by the Scriptures our minds are abundantly filled with 
piety; but that human traditions, By WHICH HE MEANS 
EVERYTHING THAT IS NOT CONTAINED IN SCRIPTURE, are 
not to be received ; but ought to be, and are best of all 
banished from our minds, by entertaining of Scripture.”4 

I will add only two more passages on this point. “ By 
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St. Austin’s doctrine, the Scripture hath enough for every 
one, and in all cases of necessary religion, and much more 
than what is necessary ; nay, there is nothing besides it that 
can come into our rule. ‘The Scripture is the consummation 
or utmost bounded rule of our doctrine, that we may not 
dare to be wiser than we ought.’ (Lib. De bon. Viduit. 
e. 1.) And that, not only in the question of widowhood, 
but ‘in all questions which belong unto life and manners 
of living,’ as himself in the same place declares. And it 
is not only for laics and vulgar persons, but for all men; 
and NOT ONLY FOR WHAT IS MERELY NECESSARY, BUT TO 
MAKE US WISE, TO MAKE US PERFECT, SAITH THE APOSTLE, 
(2 Tim. ui.)”! “The tradition of Scripture we receive ; 
but of nothing else but what ts in Scripture. And if it be 
asked, why we receive one and not the rest, we answer, 
because we have but one tradition of things necessary ; 
that is, there is an universal tradition of Scripture, and 
what concerns it; but none of other things which are not 
in Seripture ; and there is no necessity we should have 
any; ALL THINGS necessary and PROFITABLE to the salvation 
of all men, being plainly contained in Scriptures.”? 

As it respects matters of practice, the extracts already 
given show that, at least as to those that are proposed to 
us as necessary, he held Scripture warrant to be the only 
ground upon which their necessity could be rested. 
Hence, though he may sometimes seem to intimate that 
the testimony from antiquity to some such points was 
sufficient to show their Apostolical origin, yet both in his 
Ductor Dubitantium and his Dissuasive, he grounds their 
perpetual obligation upon the testimony of Scripture, not 
allowing tradition to be any sufficient proof of a matter 
having been delivered by the Apostles as of perpetual ob- 
ligation. So, also, with respect to others; although he 
sometimes appeared to consider that there were some 
among them which had a testimony from Church-tra- 
dition sufficient to prove their Apostolical origin, yet he 
held that this could not prove them to be of perpetual 

1 Tb.§ 2.p. 41]. 2 Ib, § 3. p. 427. 
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obligation; and therefore that whether they were of 
Apostolical origin or not, was not of great moment. 
Hence, in his last work, he says,—‘ There are many 
ritual matters, customs, and ceremonies, which were, at 
least it is said so, practised by the Apostolical Churches ; 
and some, it may be, are descended down to us; but, be- 
cause the Churches practise many things which the 
Apostles did not, and the Apostles did and ordained 
many things which the Church does not observe, it will 
not appertain to the question to say, there are, or are not, 
in these things, traditions apostolical. ... In these 
things let the Church of Rome pretend what traditions 
apostolical she please of this nature, the Church may 
keep them, or lay them aside, according to what they 
judge is best.”! 

And his last judgment appears to be that there were 
none such that could be proved by tradition to be Apo- 
stolical, when he says, “That any or more of these [i. e. 
the Apostolical] Churches did or did not do so, is no ar- 
gument that such a custom came from the Apostles.’”* 
Even of infant baptism he says, “ That there is a tradi- 
tion from the Apostles so to do, relies but upon two wit- 
nesses, Origen and St. Austin; and the latter having re- 
ceived it from the former, it relies wholly upon his single 
testimony ; which is but a pitiful argument to prove a 
tradition A postolical ; &e.”s 

I add below an extract from his most elaborate work, 
the “Ductor Dubitantium, or, Rule of Conscience ;” 
which, if the reader agrees with me in supposing that 
there is no evidence of a change of views in him, such 
as our opponents imagine, will still further illustrate his 
sentiments on the preceding points.‘ 


1 ‘Works, x. 439, 441. : 2 Th. p. 450. 

3 Works, x. 432. And see p. 437. 

‘ “ The topic of tradition after the consignation of the Canon of Scripture 
was not only of little use in any question of faith or manners, but falsely pre- 
tenced for many things ; and is unsafe in all questions of present concernment. 
In order to the proof of this, I divide the great heap of traditions, which are 
shovelled together by the Church of Rome, into three little heaps;—l. Of 
things necessary, or matters of faith; 2. Of things impertinent to the faith, 
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On the fourth position, or the alleged necessity of 
Church-tradition for the interpretation of Scripture, on 
account of its obscurity, his views are thus expressed ;— 

“The Protestants believe that the words of Scripture 
can be as easily understood after they are written in a 


and unnecessary ; 3. Of things false. The traditions of things necessary are 
the Trinity of Persons—the consubstantiality of the eternal Son of God with 
his Father—the baptism of infants—the procession of the Holy Ghost from 
the Son—and original sin—that the Father was not begotten—that the Holy 
Ghost is God, and to be invocated—that baptism is not to be reiterated—that 
in Christ there are two natures, and one person. Now that these be apper- 
taining to the faith, I easily grant; but that the truth of these articles, and so 
much of them as is certain or necessary, is also in Scripture, I appeal to all 
the books of the Fathers, and of all moderns who do assert them by testi- 
monies from Scripture. .... ‘All the mysteries of Christ’s nature and 
person, of his humanity and divinity, are clearly set down in both Testaments.’ 
But they are not clearly reported in tradition : the Fathers having sometimes 
spoken in these articles more in the Arian than in the Catholic style, say 
Hosius, Gordon, Huntly, Gretser, Tanner, Perron, and Fisher. By Scrip- 
tures, therefore, the Church confuted the Arians, the Eutychians, the Nes- 
torians, the Monothelites, the Photinians, and the Sabellians. The other 
articles are also evidently in the words of Scripture, or in the first conse- 
quences and deductions. And when we observe the men of the Church of 
Rome going about with great pretensions to confirm all their articles by Scrip» 
tures, they plainly invalidate all pretence of necessity of traditions. If they 
say that all the Articles of Trent are not to be found in Scripture, let them 
confess it plainly, and then go look out for proselytes. If they say there are 
Scriptures for all their articles, then Scripture is sufficient : or else their faith 
isnot. For all these I before reckoned, it is certain both they and we have 
from Scripture many proofs; and if there were not, I believe tradition would 
fail us very much ; for, the heresies which oppugned them were very early ; 
and they also had customs and pretences of customs to prescribe for their false 
doctrines, as I shall make appear in the following periods, There are also 
traditions pretended of things which are not necessary, such as are the fast of 
Lent—godfathers and godmothers in baptism—the mixture of wine and 
water in the eucharistical chalice—the keeping of Laster upon the first day of 
the week—trine immersion in baptism—the Apostles’ Creed—prayer for the 
dead—the Wednesday and the Friday Fast—unction of sick people— Canon 
of Scripture—the forms of Sacraments—and the perpetual virginity of the 
Virgin Mary. Now THAT THESE ARE NOT DIVINE TRADITIONS ,NOR APOSTO- 
LICAL, APPEARS BY THE DESTITUTION OF THEIR PROPER PROOF.... As for 
others, there are, indeed, a great many pretended to be traditions; but they 
are false articles, or wicked practices, or uncertain sentences at the best. I 
reckon some of those which the Roman Church obtrudes, such as are invoca- 
tion of saints and angels, adoration of them, and worshipping of images, the 
doctrine of purgatory, &c.” Duct. Dub. or Rule of Conse. Bk. 2. ch, 3. 
Rule 14. Works, vol. xiii. 120, 121. 
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book, as when they were spoken in the Churches of the 
first Christians; and the Apostles and Evangelists did 
write the life of Christ, his doctrines, the doctrines of 
faith, as plain as they did speak them; at least as plain 
as was necessary to the end for which they were written, 
which is the salvation of our souls.”! “ Of the sufficiency 
of Scripture, we may be convinced by the very nature of 
the thing. For the sermons of salvation being preached 
to all, to the learned and unlearned, it must be a common 
concern, and therefore fitted to all capacities ; and conse- 
quently made easy for easy learners. Now this design is 
plainly signified to us in Scripture by the abbreviations, 
the symbols and catalogues of ‘credenda,’ which are 
short, and plain, and easy ; and to which salvation is pro- 
mised.’’? 

“Tfin the plain words of Scripture be contained all 
that is simply necessary to all, then it is clear, by Bellar- 
mine’s confession, that St. Austin affirmed that the plain 
places of Scripture are sufficient to all laics, and all idiots, 
or private persons; and then . . . it is very unnecessary 
to trouble them with anything else, there being in the 
world no such treasure and repository of faith and man- 
ners, and that so plain, that it was intended for all men, 
and for all such men is sufficient.” ‘To him that shall 
ask how we shall interpret and understand the Scrip- 
tures, I shall give that answer which I have learned from 
those Fathers whose testimony I have alleged to prove 
the fulness and sufficiency of Scripture. For if they were 
never so full, yet if rt be ‘fons signatus,’ and the waters of 
salvation do not issue forth to refresh the souls of the weary, 
full they may be in themselves, but they are Nov SUFFICIENT 
FOR US, NOR FOR THE WORK OF GoD IN THE SALVATION OF 
MAN. But that it may appear that the Scriptures are in- 
deed written by the hand of God, and therefore no way de- 
ficient from the end of their design, God hath made them 
PLAIN AND EAsy fo all people that are willing and obedient. 


1 Introduce, pp; 273, 4. 2 Bk. i. § 2. x. p. 389. 
Ib. p. 411. 
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It is our own fault, our prejudice, our foolish ex- 
pectations, our carnal fancies, our interests and partialities, 
make the Scriptures difficult.... The Fathers say 
that, in such things, viz. in which our salvation is con- 
cerned, THE SCRIPTURES NEED NO INTERPRETER, BUT A MAN 
MAY FIND THEM OUT HIMSELF BY HIMSELF. ... There is 
no question but there are many places in the Divine 
Scriptures mysterious, intricate, and secret ; but these are 
for the learned, not the ignorant; for the curious and in- 
quisitive, not for the busied, and employed, and simple; 
they are not the repositories of salvation; but instances 
of labour, and occasions of humility, and arguments of 
forbearance and mutual toleration, and an endearment of 
reverence and adoration. But all that by which God 
brings us to himself, is plain and easy. .... The antient 
Fathers took this way, and taught us to do so too; to ex- 
pound difficult places by the plain. . .. But then, if 
there be any obscure places that cannot be so enlightened, 
what is to be done with them? St. Austin says, (Lib. de 
Unit. Ece. c. 16), that ‘in such places let every one abound 
in his own sense, and expound as well as he can, But 
yet still he calls us to the rule of plain places .. . the 
plain places of Scripture are the way of expounding the 
more obscure, and there is no other, viz. so apt and certain.” 

And in reply to the argument made use of by Mr. 
Keble and Mr. Newman, that where Scripture is alleged 
on both sides, or its testimony explained away, there it 
cannot be clear, and certain, and sufficient to determine 
the point, the Bishop remarks,—‘* Although the Anabap- 
tists endeavour to elude the arguments of Scripture, yet it 
follows not that Scripture is not clear and certain in the 
article; for it is an easy thing to say something to every- 
thing ; but if that be enough against the argument, then no 
heretic can be convinced by Scripture; and there is in 
Scripture no pregnant testimony for any point of faith ; 
for in all questions all heretics prattle something. And 
therefore it is not a wise procedure to say, the adversaries do 


1 Ib. pp. 413—17, 
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answer the testimonies of Scripture, and by Scripture can- 
not be convinced, and therefore choose some other way of 
probation. For, when that is done, will they be con- 
vinced 2” 1 

These passages at least need no interpreter to show 
their complete opposition to the system under review. 

I pass on to the fifth position, on which a passage 
already quoted has shown pretty clearly the Bishop’s 
views, in which he says, that, “Concerning those books 
of Scripture of which it was long doubted in the Church 
whether they were part of the Apostolical Canon of 
Scripture, there ought to be no pretence that they were 
delivered for such by the Apostles, at least not by those 
Churches who doubted of them ;” and hence that tradition 
is not “entire and full in assigning the Canon of Serip- 
ture.” And the use of tradition in this matter is thus 
cautiously and judiciously stated. “This way of St. 
Austin is of great and approved use, in the knowing what 
books are canonical; and in these things it can be had, 
im some more, in some less, in all more than can be said 
against it ; and there is nothing in succeeding times to 
give a check to our assent in their degrees, because the 
longer the succession runs, still the more the Chureh was 
established in it.” 2 

I will add, however, the following extracts. 

“It matters not by what means it be conveyed to us 
that the Scriptures are the word of God. Oral tradition 
is an excellent means; but it is not that alone by which it 
is conveyed. For if, by oral tradition, he means the testi- 
mony of the Catholic Church, it is the best external mi- 
nistry of this, being A MArT=ER OF FACT, and of so great 
concernment. To which the testimony of our adversaries, 
Jews and heathens, adds no small moment; and the tra- 
dition is also conveyed to us by very many writings.” . . 

. “ Yea, but if this proposition ‘ that the Scriptures are 
the word of God,’ is conveyed to us by oral tradition, this 
must needs be the best and only principle; for, if it be 
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trusted for the whole, why not for every particular? . . 
Besides the ridiculousness of the argument, there is a par- 
ticular reason why the argument cannot conclude; the 
reason in brief is this, because it is much easier for any 
man to carry a letter, than to tell the particular errand ; 
it is easier to tell one thing, than to tell ten thousand ; to 
deliver one thing out of our hand than a multitude out 
of our mouths; one matter of fact, than very many propo- 
sitions; as it is easier to convey in writing all Tully’s 
works, than to say by heart, with truth and exactness, 
any one of his orations. That the Bible was written by 
inspired men, God setting his seal to their doctrine, con- 
firming, by miracles, what they first preached and then 
wrote in a book—this is a matter of fact; and is no other- 
wise to be proved, unless God should proceed extraordi- 
narily and by miracle, but by the testimony of wise men, 
who saw it with their eyes, and heard it with their ears, 
and felt it with their hands. This was done at first, then 
only consigned, then witnessed, and thence delivered.”! 
“T wonder why J. 5S. saith, that for want of tradition we 
cannot know either right Scripture, Fathers or Councils. 
I do not think that by tradition they do know all the books 
of Scriptures. Do they know by universal or apostolical 
tradition that the Epistle to the Hebrews is canonical 
Scripture? The Church of Rome had no tradition for it 
for above four hundred years, and they received it at last 
from the tradition of the Greek Church... . And what 
universal tradition can they pretend for those books which 
are rejected by some Councils, as particularly that of 
Laodicea, which is in the Code of the Universal Church, 
and some of the Fathers, which yet they now receive ? 
Certainly in that age which rejected them there was no ca- 
tholic tradition for them.”? “The Old and New Testament 
are agreed upon to be the word of God; and that they are 
so, is delivered to us by the current descending testimony 
of all ages of Christianity ; and they who thus are first led 
into this belief, find upon trial great after-proofs by argu- 


1 Introd. x. pp. 270, 1. 2 Ib. p. 287. 
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ments both external and internal, and such as cause a per- 
fect adhesion to this truth, that they are God’s word; an 
adhesion, I say, so perfect as excludes all manner of prac- 
tical doubting.”! “If you will not allow Scripture to 
give testimony to itself, who shall give testimony to it?... 
‘quoad nos’ it is to be allowed to be primely credible, 
because there is no creature besides it that isso. Indeed 
God was pleased to find out ways to prove the Seriptures 
to be his word, his immediate word, by miraculous con- 
signations and sufficient testimony and confession of 
enemies, and, of all men that were fit to bear witness that 
these books were written by such men who by miracle 
were proved to be ‘ Divini homines, men endted with 
God’s Spirit, and trusted with his message; and when it 
was thus far proved by God, it became the immediate and 
sole ministry of entire salvation, and the whole repository 
of the Divine will ; and when things were come thus far, 
if it be inquired whether the Scriptures were a sufficient 
institution to salvation, we need no other, we can have no 
better testimony than itself concerning itself.” 2 


Bisnuorp StTILLINGFLEET. 


We pass on to another learned prelate of the English 
Church, whose name has been put forward by Mr. Keble 
as an authority in favour of the views we have been con- 
sidering. It were useless to express the surprise, and 
more than surprise, with which one views such names so 
used. I will proceed at once to show his real sentiments 
on the points in question, for which the extracts already 
given in former parts of this work will have prepared the 
reader. I quote principally from the very same work from 
which Mr. Keble has given his extract. 

On the first point, then, as to Church-tradition being 
an unwritten word of God or divine informant, his whole 


ISB. Ie S$ 2e x. o8o54. 

2 Tb. pp. 387, 8. 

3 A rational account of the grounds of Protestant Religion, being a vindica- 
tion of the Lord Archbishop of Canterbury’s [ Laud’s] relation of a Conference> 
&c., from the pretended answer by T. C. Lond. 1665. fol. 
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course of reasoning is directly and in terms opposed to it, 
and he tells us,—-“ We say that to us, who enjoy the Serip- 
tures as delivered down to us, the only certain and infal- 
lible conveyance of God’s word to us is by them.” 1 Nay, he 
ridicules the idea of an unwritten word. After quoting a 
passage from Clemens Alexandrinus, intimating that 
nothing was to be received without the written word, he 
asks in derision, ‘“ Where was the unwritten word then?’’?2 
Again, still more distinctly ;—“ The reason of his [i. e. 
Archbishop Laud’s] falling on the unwritten word, is not 
his fear of stooping to the Church to show it him, and 
finally depend on her authority, but to show the unrea- 
sonableness of your proceedings, who talk much of an un- 
written word, and are not able to prove ANY SUCH THING. 
Lf «he will not believe any unwritten word but what is shown 
him delivered by the prophets and Apostles, I think he hath 
a great deal of reason for such incredulity.” $ 

The Bishop then proceeds to observe that the state- 
ments of the Romanist whom he was refuting, might be 
summed up in the three following positions; “1. That 
there is an unwritten word which must be believed by us, 
containing such doctrinal traditions as are warranted by 
the Church for Apostolical. 2. That the ground of be- 
lieving this unwritten word is from the infallibility of the 
Church, which defines it to be so. 3. That our belief of 
the Scriptures must be grounded on such an unwritten 
word which is warranted by the Church.” The only 
difference, then, between this Romanist and the Tractators 
is, that for the infallibility of the Church they would sub- 
stitute the rule of Vincentius for discovering catholic con- 
sent, which with them is an unwritten word. Does the 
Bishop hold out any support to such notions when re- 
futing these positions? Far, very far from it; and as for 
the rule of Vincentius, we shall see hereafter how little 
weight he attached to it even for the discovery of catholic 
consent. Proceeding to disprove the first position, he 
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says,—“ These three things are necessary ingredients of 
this unwritten word. 1. That it must be originally Apo- 
stolical ; and not only so, but it must be of Divine revela- 
tion to the Apostles too. For otherwise it cannot be Grod’s 
word at all, and therefore not his unwritten word. I 
quarrel not at all with you for speaking of an unwritten 
word, IF YOU COULD PROVE IT; for it is evident to me 
that God’s word is no more so by being written or printed 
than if it were not so, for the writing adds no authority 
to the word, but only is a more certain means of convey- 
ing it tous. Itis therefore God’s word, as it proceeds 
from him, and that which is now his written word was 
once his unwritten word; but, however, whatever is 
Gods word must come from him, and since you de- 
rive the source of the unwritten word from the Apostles, 
whatever you call an unwritten word you must be sure to 
derive its pedigree down from them. So that insisting on 
that point of time when this was declared and owned for 
an unwritten word, you must be able to show that it came 
from the Apostles, otherwise it cannot be owned as an 
Apostolical tradition. 2. That what you call an unwritten 
word must be something doctrinal,so you call them yourself 
doctrinal traditions, i. e. such as contain in them somewhat 
dogmatical or necessary to be believed by us; and thence 
it was this controversie rose from the dispute concern- 
ing the sufficiency of the Scriptures as a rule of faith, 
whether that contained aLL Gop’s worD, or ALL MATTERS 
TO BE BELIEVED OR NO; or, whether there were not 
some objects of faith which were never written, but con- 
veyed by tradition. 3. That what is thus doctrinal must 
be declared by the Church to be an Apostolical tradition, 
which you in terms assert. According, then, to these 
rules, we come to examine the evidences by you produced 
for such an unwritten word.” And having examined 
the instances produced of an unwritten word, among 
which are the traditions as to Scripture being the word af 
God, infant baptism, and the observance of the Lord's day, 
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he coweludes, “ Among all these instances, therefore, we 
are yet to seek for such a doctrinal tradition as makes 
an unwritten word.” 1 

Nay, he points out “the great uncertainty of knowing 
Apostolical traditions, some things having been taken for 
such which we believe were not so, and others which 
could not be known whether so or no, by the ages next 
succeeding the Apostles.” (p. 249.) 

But above all, let me recommend to Mr. Keble’s and the 
reader’s attention the passage already quoted from him, 
relating to the authority of what is called Catholie con- 
sent, and the boasted rule of Vincentius Lirinensis for 
ascertaining it. “ Wise men who have throughly consi- 
dered of Vincentius his way, though in general they cannot 
but approve of it so far as to think it highly imPpROBABLE 
that there should be antiquity, universality, and consent 
against THE TRUE AND GENUINE SENSE OF SCRIPTURE, 
yet when they consider this way of Vincentius with all those 
cautions restrictions and limitations set down by him (1. 1. 
c. 39), they are apt to think that HE HATH PUT MEN TO A 
WILD-GOOSE-CHASE TO FIND OUT ANYTHING ACCORDING 
‘TO HIS RULES, and that St. Augustine spake a great deal 
more to the purpose when he spake concerning all the writers 
of the Church, ‘ That although they had never so much 
learning and sanctity, he did not think it true because they 
thought so, but because they persuaded him to believe it true 
EITHER FROM THE AUTHORITY OF SCRIPTURE OR SOME 
PROBABLE REASON. ”? And, in another place, he shows by 
an instance out of the Treatise of Vincentius, “ how little 
the judgment of Vincentius Lyrinensis is to be relied 
on as to traditions,” and “how little certainty in his way 
of finding out traditions.” % 

These passages, be it remembered, occur in the very 
same work from which Mr. Keble has quoted to show 
that Bishop Stillingfleet held that catholic consent, as 
ascertained by this rule of Vincentius, is part of the rule of 
faith !! 

And so in another work, he speaks of “the notorious 

1 pp. 161, 162, 166, cay, PLY 0 PLC 
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uncertainty of mere tradition,” adding, “ I say notorious, 
because there never was any trial made of it but it failed, 
even when it had the greatest advantages.” ! 

As it respects the second, third, and fourth positions, 
we shall find him equally in our favour. 

Church-tradition forms with him no part of the rule of 
faith, for, as he says elsewhere, “ all faith must suppose a 
Divine testimony revealing those things to us as the 
ground on which we believe them.”* Throughout his 
whole Treatise the Scriptures are invariably and pro- 
minently put forward as the sole and sufficient rule of 
faith. He says,—‘ Doth not he [i. e. Irenzus] tell us 
but three chapters before this, ‘That we have-received 
the method or doctrine of our salvation from those persons 
who preached it, which by God’s command they after de- 
livered in the Scriptures, which were to be the foundation 
and pillar of our faith.” Could anything be more fully 
spoken to our purpose than this is?’ Whereby he shows us, 
now the Scriptures are consigned unto us, what that is which 
our faith must stand upon... . that word of God which 
is delivered to us. This therefore he elsewhere calls the 
unmovable canon of our faith, as St. Augustine calls it 
divinam stateram, the divine balance we must weigh the 
grounds of our belief in.” § 

“It were easy to multiply the citations out of other 
books of St. Austin, to show how much he attributed to 
Scripture as the only rule of faith.”* “ The infallible rule 
of faith to us is the Scripture, viz. that which timits and 
BounpDs the material objects of faith which we are bound to 
believe, and this doth therefore discover to us what those 
things are which on the account of the formal object [of faith] 
we are obliged to believe.” > Is it possible to have the view 
for which we contend more clearly, fully, and explicitly 
expressed than it is in this passage? 

Again ; having quoted a passage from Ireneus, he says, 


1 See his “Scripture and tradition compared,” a Sermon on Col. ii. 6. 
Lond. 1688. 4to. p. 23, or in Bishop Gibson’s Preservative, vol. i. tit. 4. 
p. 186. ‘This was one of his latest works on the subject. 

2 p. 100. ios Ly ap. kG. 5 p. 208, 


ON THE SUBJECT OF THIS wWoRK. 751 


—“ Can anything be more plain than that Ireneus makes 
it his design to resolve faith into the writings of Christ 
and his Apostles, and saith that these writings were de- 
livered as a foundation of faith? .... But doth not 
Irenzeus himself make use of the Church’s tradition as the 
great argument to confute them by? I grant he doth so, 
and it is on that very account that he might confute them, 
and not lay down the only sure foundation of Christian 
faith. For he gives that reason of his doing so in the be- 
ginning of the very next chapter. ‘ For,’ saith he, ‘when 
we dispute against them out of the Scripture, they are 
turned presently to an accusing of the Scriptures as 
though they were not in all things right, and wanted au- 
thority, and BECAUSE OF THEIR AMBIGUITY, AND FOR THAT 
TRUTH CANNOT BE FOUND OUT BY THEM WITHOUT THE 
HELP OF TRADITION. J need not say, that Lreneus pro- 
phesied of you in this saying of his, but it is as true of you 
asif he had. Your pretences being the very same against 
the Scriptures being the rule of faith with those of the Va- 
lentinians, only that you deny not the truth of what is therein 
contained, for otherwise the want of authority in them- 
selves, THE AMBIGUITY OF THEM, THE IMPOSSIBILITY OF 
KNOWING THE SENSE OF THEM WITHOUT TRADITION, ARE 
THE VERY SAME ARGUMENTS WHICH WITH THE GREATEST 
POMP AND OSTENTATION ARE PRODUCED BY YOU AGAINST 
THE SCRIPTURES BEING THE RULE WHEREBY TO JUDGE 
OF CONTROVERSIES.” 

He then proceeds to say that Irenzeus’s appeal to tra- 
dition is only as to this matter of fact, “whether the Apo- 
stles left any oral traditions in the Churches which should 
be THE RULE TO INTERPRET THE SCRIPTURES BY, Or no;” 
and adds, “THE WHOLE DESIGN OF IRENHUS IS TO PROVE 
THE CONTRARY by an appeal to all the Apostolical Churches, 
and particularly by appealing to the Roman Church . . . 
he then appealed to it for an evidence against such oral 
traditions which were pretended to be left by the Apo- 
stles, as A RULE TO UNDERSTAND SCRIPTURE By.” ! 

1 pp. 270, 271. 
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“If Christ and his Apostles did speak according to 
truth, there is then need of no oral tradition for our under- 
standing Scripture.” + 

Again, after referring to a passage of St. Augustine, he 
says, “ After this he [i. e. Augustine] gives directions for 
understanding hard places, ‘ First by diligent reading and 
remembering the plainest places ; for in them, saith he, ‘ are 
found all those things which CONTAIN MATTERS OF FAITH 
AND PRACTICE. AN EXCELLENT CITATION FOR YOU FOR 
SEVERAL PURPOSES, ESPECIALLY WHEN YOU WOULD PROVE 
THE OBSCURITY OF ScriprurRe, the necessity of an infal- 
lible Judge, or your doctrine of fundamentals, out of St. 
Augustine. And then bids them compare obscure and 
easie places together, to understand the proprieties of 
words, to get knowledge in the tongues, to compare ver- 
sions, antecedents, and consequents, to be skilled in all 
human arts and sciences; these and several other instruc- 
tions to the same purpose are the scope of his following 
books.” @ 

And elsewhere ;—“ There are some who pretend that 
the Apostles’ writings were merely accidental and occa- 
sional things. .... But I shall now prove that the 
writings of the Apostles were intended by the Holy 
Ghost to be a standing rule whereby the Church was to 
judge which was the true and genuine doctrine of Christ.” 
And having given various proofs of this, he adds, “The 
design of what I have said is, that although the Gospels 
and Epistles were written upon particular occasions, yet 
those occasions were so great and considerable, and the 
assistance of the Holy Ghost did so direct the hands and 
pens of the Evangelists and Apostles in writing them, 
that what they have therein delivered contains a complete 
rule of the true and genuine faith as it was at first de- 
livered to the Church.” 3 

And therefore, when speaking of the use to be made 


Ip, 272. 2p. 194. 
° Scripture and tradition compared. Lond. 1688. 4to. pp. 15—22, or in 
Bishop Gibson’s Presery. vol. i. tit. 4. pp. 185, 6. 
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of catholic consent in this matter, the bishop uses the 
following guarded language ;—“ And withal it seems rea- 
sonable, that because art and subtilty may be used by such 
who seek to pervert the catholic doctrine, and to wrest 
the plain places of Scripture which deliver it, so far from 
their proper meaning, that very few ordinary capacities 
may be able to clear themselves of such mists as are cast 
before their eyes, the sense of the Catholic Church in suc- 
ceeding ages may be a very useful way for us to embrace 
the true sense of Scripture, especially in the great articles 
of the Christian faith. As, for instance, in the doctrine 
of the Deity of Christ, or the Trinity, though the sub- 
tilty of such modern heretics who oppose either of these 
may so far prevail on persons either not of sufficient 
judgment or not sufficiently versed in the Scriptures as at 
present to make them acknowledge the places are not so 
clear as they imagined them to be, yet they being always 
otherwise interpreted by the Catholic Church, or the 
Christian societies of all ages, lays this potent prejudice 
against all such attempts, as not to believe such interpreta- 
tions true till they give a just account why, if the belief of 
these doctrines were not necessary, the Christians of all ages 
from the Apostles’ times did so unanimously agree in them, 
that when any began first to oppose them, they were declared 
and condemned for heretics for their pains. So that the 
Church of England doth very piously declare her consent 
with the antient Catholic Church in not admitting any- 
thing to be delivered as the sense of Scripture which is 
contrary to the consent of the Catholic Church in the four 
first ages. Mot as though the sense of the Catholic Church 
were pretended to be any infallible rule of interpreting 
Scripture in all things which concern the rule of faith, but 
that it is a sufficient prescription against anything which 
ean be alledged out of Scripture, that if it appear contrary 
to the sense of the Catholic Church from the beginning, 
it ought not to be looked on as the true meaning of the 
Scripture. All this security is built upon this strong pre- 
sumption, that nothing contrary to the necessary articles 
VOL. II. coc 
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of faith should be held by the Catholic Church, whose 
very being depends upon the belief of those things which 
are necessary to salvation. As long, therefore, as the 
Church might appear to be truly catholic by those corre- 
spondencies which were maintained between the several: 
parts of it, that what was refused by one was so by all, 
so long this unanimous and uncontradicted sense of the 
Catholic Church ought to have a great sway upon the 
minds of such who yet profess themselves members of the 
Catholic Church. From whence it follows that such doc- 
trines may well be judged destructive to the rule of faith 
which were so unanimously condemned by the Catholic 
Church within that time.” (pp. 58, 59.) 

Now here it will be observed, that though the bishop 
uses language which, zf it stood alone, might seem to 
imply his belief that we have the unanimous consent of 
antiquity in favour of the orthodox faith, and that the 
Catholic Church was a more pure and exclusive body 
than we have found it to be, stili, notwithstanding this, he 
does not allow such consent the authority claimed for it 
by the Tractators. And the reason is plain from his own 
statements elsewhere, namely, that he did not speak of 
this “‘ unanimous consent,” &c. in the strict sense of the 
terms, but only as such an approximation to it as afforded 
a probable and confirmatory argument for the truth. 
That this is the case is undeniable, from the terms in 
which he has spoken in the same work of the Rule of 
Vincentius, as may be seen in the extracts given above. 

Thus also, for instance, he says ina passage which in 
more than one way shows his adherence to our views, 
“ Next to Scripture and reason, I attribute so much to the 
sense of the Christian Church in the ages next succeeding 
the Apostles, that it is no mean conFIRMATION to me of 
the truth of the PROTESTANT way of resolving faith 
and of the falsity of yours, that I see the one so exactly 
concurring and the other so apparently contrary to the 
unanimous consent of antiquity. For though you love to 
make a great noise with antiquity among persons meanly 
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conversant in it, [this is spoken, be it remembered, with 
respect to the Romish doctrine of tradition, ] yet those who 
do seriously and impartially inquire into the sense of the 
Primitive Church, and not guess at it by the shreds of 
citations to your hands in your own writers—which is gene- 
rally your way—will scarce in anything more palpably 
discern your juggling and impostures than in your pre- 
tence to antiquity.”1 And so in a subsequent work he 
says, “ Suppose the question be not concerning the ex- 
press articles of this rule of faith, but concerning the 
sense and meaning of them, how then are we to find out the 
consent of antiquity? For they might all agree in the 
words, and yet have a different notion of the things. As 
Petavius at large proves, ke... .. Here now arises the 
greatest difficulty to me in this point of tradition; the 
usefulness of it, Iam told, is for explaining the sense of 
Scripture ; but there begins a controversy in the Church 
about the explication of the doctrine of the Trinity. 
I desire to know whether Vincentius his rules will help us 
here? It is pleaded by St. Hierome (Apol. c. Ruffin. 
lib. ii.) and others, ‘That the writers of the Church 
might err in this matter, or speak unwarily in it, before 
the matter came to be thoroughly discussed.’ If so, how 
comes the testimony of erroneous or unwary writers to be the 
certain means of giving the sense of Scripture? And in 
most of the controversies of the Church, this way hath 
been used to take off the testimony of persons who writ 
before the controversy began, and spake differently of the 
matter in debate. Ido not deny the truth of the allega- 
tion in behalf of those persons, but to my understanding it 
plainly shows the incompetency of tradition for giving a 
certain sense of Scripture, when that tradition is to be taken 
from the writers of the foregoing ages.” * 

Now surely it is but little to require from those who 
are acting like the Tractators, that before they put for- 
ward the names of our great divines as supporters of 

! pp. 261, 2. 

3 Answ. to several Treat, pp. 245, 6. 2d edit. 1674. See vol. i. pp. 272, 3. 
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their views, they should make themselves somewhat 
acquainted with their works as a whole, and compure their 
statements, (by which alone we can ascertain the real 
views of any man on such points as those now in dispute), 
and not, by a partial selection of one or two isolated pas- 
sages, lead the reader altogether astray as to the real 
nature of their sentiments. And if Mr. Keble is inclined 
to carry the investigation of Bishop Stillingfleet’s works 
further, I am quite prepared to follow him, and to show 
that when his statements are balanced and compared with 
each other, (as they ought to be,) the representation of his 
sentiments given above will be found to be a fair one. 

To the extracts just given the reader will remember to 
add the decisive passages from another work of the bishop’s, 
occurring in the first volume of this work.1 And before 
I pass on, I would just observe, that in his list of “ Pro- 
testant principles” at the end of his work on the Idolatry — 
of the Church of Rome, he maintains in the thirteenth, 
that the Scriptures “ may be understood by all persons who 
sincerely endeavour to know the meaning of them in all 
such things as are necessary for their salvation ;” and in 
the fifteenth, that they “ contain in them the whole will 
of God so plainly revealed, that no sober inquirer can miss 
of what is necessary for salvation.” 

Further, as it respects more particularly the notion of 
there being some religious truths not contained in Serip- 
ture (of which it will be recollected that Mr. Newman 
has particularized the observance of the Christian Sab- 
bath and the perpetual virginity of the Mother of our 
Lord, and Mr. Keble, “ the paramount authority of the 
successors of the Apostles in Church Government,” 
“infant baptism,” &c., and which they press upon us as 
doctrines that formed part of the depositum left by the 
oral tradition of the Apostles with the Church,) thus 


* See extracts from his Discourse concerning the nature and grounds of the 
certainty of faith, in answer to J. S. his Catholic Letters (Lond. 1688. 4to.) 
in vol. i. pp. 612—18 and 633. This, with his “ Council of Trent examined,” 
were, I think, the /ast works he published on the subject. 
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speaks Bishop Stillingfleet ;—* Though nothing is to be 
admitted for matter of faith which wants those three 
marks [i. e. antiquity, universality, and consent], yet some 
things may have all three of them, and yet be no matters 
Of farth atallys s.% Such as those things are which you 
insist on as deposita dogmata . . . which are no matters of 
faith at all, but either ritual traditions or matters of order, 
such as the form and matter of Sacraments, the hierarchy 
of the Church, Pedobaptism, not rebaptizing heretics, 
the perpetual virginity of the Virgin Mary.” } 

Again, in p. 105, he proceeds to vindicate the assertion 
of Archbishop Laud, “ That it may be concluded directly 
out of Scripture that infants ought to be baptized ;” and 
having proved the truth of this position, he adds, “ Had 
it been contrary to Christ’s institution, we should not 
have had such evidence of its early practice in the Church 
as we have. And here I acknowledge the use of Aposto- 
lical tradition to manifest this to us . 4 . . we grant that 
the practice of the Church from Apostolical times is a 
great confirmation that it was never Christ’s intention to 
have infants excluded from baptism.”* I quote this to 
show in what way Bishop Stillingfleet made use of tradi- 
tion in such a case, and what purpose he considered it to 
answer. To such a use of it of course no reasonable man 
ean object. Its value thus far will be acknowledged by all. 

Again, he says, “ Your fourth instance is concerning 
the rebaptization of heretics; concerning which two 
things are to be considered, the custom itself, and the 
right and law on which that custom was’ grounded. In 
the places by you cited out of St. Austin, it is plain he 
speaks of the custom and practice of the Church. ... . 
But what is this to doctrinal traditions concerning matters 
of faith? That there were many ecclesiastical customs 
observed in the Church as Apostolical traditions, I deny 
not, but that is not our present question. If you there- 
fore inquire into that which is only doctrinal in this case, 
concerning the right and lawfulness of practice in this case, 
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that he [i.e. Augustine] fixeth wholly upon the Scriptures. 
The practice of the Church in admitting heretics without 
baptizing them again, might be known by tradition, but 
whether the Church did well or ill in it must be, by St. 
Austin’s own confession, determined out of Scripture.”? 
The doctrine, therefore, connected with an ecclesiastical 
custom, he considered to rest wholly upon the authority 
of Scripture. 

“If you prove not some tradition thus universally 
owned and received, which we have no record of, or 
ground for the observation of, from Scripture, you speak 
nothing at all to the purpose ; but two of those you in- 
stance in, observation of the Lord’s Day and Pedobaptism, 
we have as much as is requisite for the Church’s practice 
from Scripture itself. For the other, Of the use of altars, 
[adds the Bishop, in a tone of just sarcasm, which those 
who have thus appealed to his authority, will do well to 
ponder], it were a work becoming you to deduce the his- 
tory of them from the Apostolical times, beginning at the 
brepwor, or upper room, where the Apostles met, after 
Christ’s ascension; and so tracing them through all the 
private houses and synagogues in which the Christians in 
the Apostles’ times had their solemn assemblies for divine 
worship, thence bringing down the history of them care- 
fully through all the persecutions, and producing evi- 
dences to that purpose out of Tertullian, Origen, Minutius 
Felix, and Arnobius, only blotting out non, where they 
speak of Aurars and VEMPLES among CuristIaAns; and 
telling us that some Protestants had corrupted their 
books; that where they utterly disown them, they did 
highly magnifie them; that where they seemed to speak 
most against them, it was not to let the heathens know 
that they had them. ... You do well to wrap up all 
other such traditions as might vye with the Scriptures for 
integrity, in a prudent e¢ cetera. For you cannot but know 
that this game of tradition is quite spoiled, if we offer to 
come to particulars. But it is a fine thing in general to 
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talk of the impossibility of corrupting such a tradition, as 
had its rise from the practice of the Apostles, and was by 
them delivered to succeeding ages; and so was universally 
practised by all Christians, as derived from the Apostles.”! 

As it respects points of practice, (already noticed in- 
directly in some of the preceding extracts,) we need 
nothing more than the following remark, occurring in 
the same work from which we have just been quoting, 
to show his mind in the matter. ‘‘The practice of the 
Church,” he says, “in admitting heretics without bap- 
tizing them again, might be known by tradition ; but whe- 
ther the Church did well or ill in it, [and therefore whether 
it was an Apostolical tradition or not], must be by St. 
Austin’s own confession determined out of Scripture... . 
So that we see 5. Augustine did not himself think it a 
sufficient proof of Apostolical tradition, that it was a custom 
of the Church, unless he did likewise produce certain evidence 
out of Scripture for the confirmation of it.”* And as it 
respects in particular the observation of the Lord’s Day, 
he says, “ Though the tradition of the Church be a great 
confirmation of the Apostolical practice in observation of 
the Lord’s Day, yet that very practice, and the ground of 
it, are sufficiently deduced from Scripture.” 

Again, speaking of the difference in the early Church 
as to the time of observing Easter, he says,—“ If some of 
them did falsify tradition so soon, we see what little cer- 
tainty there is in the deriving a tradition from the 
Apostles; if neither falsified, then it should seem there 
was no universal practice of the Apostles concerning it ; 
but they looked on it as a matter of indifferency; and 
some might practise one way, and some another. If so, 
then we are yet further to seek for an universal tradition 
of the Apostles binding succeeding ages. For can you 
possibly think the Apostles did intend to bind unalterably 
succeeding ages in such things which they used a liberty in 
themselves? If, then, it be granted that, in matters of an 
indifferent nature, the Apostles might practise severally, 
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as they saw occasion, how, then, can we be certain of the 
Apostles’ universal practice in matters of an indifferent 
nature? Ifwe cannot be so, we can have no evidence of an 
universal tradition of the Apostles, but in some things which 
they judged necessary. But whence shall we have this 
unquestionable evidence, first, that they did such things; 
and secondly, that they did them with an apprehension 
of the necessity of them, and with an intention to oblige 
posterity by their actions? By what rule or measure 
must we judge of this necessity? By their universal 
practice? But that brings us into a plain circle; for we 
must judge of the necessity of it by their universal prac- 
tice; and we must prove that universal practice by the 
necessity of the thing. For if the thing were not judged 
necessary, the Apostles might differ in their practice from 
one another. Whence, then, shall we prove any practice 
necessary, unless built on some unalterable ground of 
reason; and then it is not formally an Apostolical tradi- 
tion, but the use of that common reason and prudence in 
matters ofa religious nature ; or else by some positive law 
and institution of theirs; and this, supposing it unwritten, 
must be evidenced from something distinct from their 
practice, or else you must assert that whatever the 
Apostles did, they made an unalterable law for ; or lastly, 
you must; quit all unwritten traditions as universal, and 
must first infer the necessity, and then the universality of 
their practice, from some record extant in Scripture ; and 
then you can be no further certain of any universal prac- 
tice of the Apostles, than you are of the Scriptures ; by 
which it will certainly appear that the Scripture is far 
more evident and credible, than any universal unwritten 
tradition.” Mr. Keble will, I hope, consider these re- 
marks in connexion with his observations on the conse- 
cration of the Eucharist. 2 

Further, as to the fifth position maintained by our op- 
ponents, viz. that it is on the authority of Church-tradi- 
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tion that we know the inspiration and canon of Scrip- 
ture, and the genuineness of what we receive as such. 
“There are,” says the Bishop, “ in the question of re- 
solution of faith, these three questions to be resolved: 1. 
Why I believe those things to be true, which are con- 
tained in the Book called the Scripture. 2. Why I be- 
lieve the doctrine contained in that book to be divine. 3. 
Why I believe the books themselves to be of divine reve- 
lation... . 1. If 1 be asked on what grounds I believe 
the things to be true which are contained in Scripture, 
my answer must be, From the greatest evidence of truth 
which things of that nature are capable of. If, therefore, 
the persons who are supposed to have writ these things, 
were such who were fully acquainted with what they 
writ of, if they were such persons who cannot be suspected 
of any design to deceive men by their writings, and if I 
be certain that these which go under the name of their 
writings are undoubtedly theirs, I must have sufficient 
grounds to believe the truth of them. Now that the 
writers of these, things cannot be suspected of ignorance, 
appears by the time and age they writ in, when the story 
of these things was new ; and such multitudes were willing 
enough to have contradicted it, if anything had been 
amiss; besides, some of the writers had been intimately 
conversant with the person and actions of him whom they 
writ most of. That they could have no intent to deceive, 
appears from the simplicity and candour, both of their 
actions and writings, from their contempt of the world, 
and exposing themselves to the greatest hazards to bear 
witness to them. ‘That these are the very same writings, 
appears by all the evidence that can be desired. For we 
have as great, if not much greater, reason to believe them 
to be the authors of the books under their names, than any 
other writers of any books whatsoever ; both because the 
matters are of greater moment, and therefore men might 
be supposed more inquisitive about them, and that they 
have been unanimously received for theirs, from the very 
time of their being first written, except some very few, 


762 - DOCTRINE OF CHURCH OF ENGLAND 


which, upon strict examination, were admitted too; and 
we find these very books cited by the learned Christians 
under these names in that time, when it had been no dif- 
ficulty to have found out several of the original copies 
themselves. When, therefore, they were universally re- 
ceived by Christians, never doubted of by Jews or heathen 
philosophers, we have as great evidence for this first act 
of faith, as it is capable of. And he is unreasonable who 
desires more. 

“2. If Ibe asked, why I believe the doctrine contained 
in these books to be divine, I must give in two things for 
answer. 1. That in the age when the doctrine was de- 
livered, there was sufficient reason to believe it divine. 
2. That if there was sufficient reason then, we have suffi- 
cient reason now. 

“. That in the age when the doctrine was delivered, 
there was sufficient reason to believe it divine. Sup- 
posing, then, that we already believe, upon the former 
answer, that all the matters of fact be true, I answer, that 
if Christ did such unparalleled miracles, and rose from 
the dead, they who heard his doctrine had reason to be- 
lieve it to be of God; and this, I suppose, the greatest 
infidel would not deny, if himself had been one of the 
witnesses of his actions and resurrection. 

“2. That if they had reason then, we have so now; be- 
cause tradition to us doth only supply the want of our 
senses as to what Christ did and spake; i. e. That tradi- 
tion, [consisting chiefly (see p. 210,) of the tradition of 
the Apostles in Scripture] is a kind of derivative and 
perpetuated sensation to us; it being of the same use 
to us now, which our eyes and ears had been, if we had 
been actually present when Christ delivered his doctrine, 
and wrought his miracles. ... The use of the senses to 
those who saw the miracles, and heard the doctrine of 
Christ, was not to give any credibility to either of them, 
but only to be the means of conveying to them those 
things which might induce them to believe; the same 
doth tradition now to. us; it doth not, in itself, make the 
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doctrine more credible, but supplies the use of our senses 
in a certain conveyance of those things to us, which were 
the motives to believe then. For the motives to faith, 
both to them and us, are the same; only the manner 
of conveyance is different. ... And this is the way of 
resolution of faith, which the Scripture itself directs us to. 
‘ How shall we escape, if we neglect so great salvation? 
which at the first began to be spoken by the Lord, and 
was confirmed unto us by them that heard him; God 
also bearing them witness, both with signs and wonders, 
and with divers miracles and gifts of the Holy Ghost, 
according to his own will.’ (Heb. ii. 3,4.) Where we 
plainly see the resolution of faith as to the divinity of 
the doctrine, was into the miracles wrought for the con- 
firmation of it, (which was the proper witness or testimony 
ofthe Holy Ghost;) but the means of conveyance was by 
the tradition of those who were eye and ear witnesses of what 
Christ said or did. As, therefore, it was not supposed 
necessary for them who saw the miracles of Christ, either 
to have some inward testimony of the Spirit, or some ex- 
ternal infallible testimony of the Church, to assure them 
that these miracles were really done by Christ, but God 
left them to the judgment of sense, so, proportionably, 
neither of those two is now necessary for the resolution 
of our faith ; but God, instead of the judgment of sense, 
leaves us to the evidence of tradition [i. e. that tradition 
which consists principally of the testimony which ‘the 
eye and ear witnesses of what Christ said and did,’ have 
left us in the Scriptures. See p. 210,&e.]..... 

“3. On what account do I believe these particular books 
of Scripture to be God’s word. Which may admit of a 
double sense: 1. On what account I do believe the doc- 
trine contained in these books to be God’s word. 2. On 
what account I do believe the books containing this doc- 
trine to be God’s word. As to the first, I have answered 
already, viz. upon the same rational evidence which God 
gave, that the testimony of those who delivered was a 
divine and infallible testimony. To the second, I answer 
in these two propositions. 
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‘1, That the last resolution of faith is not into the in- 
fallibility of the instrument of conveyance, but into the 
infallibility of that doctrine which is thereby conveyed to 
us... .. Hence we may discern the difference between 
the formal object, and the rule of faith ; the formal object 
is that evidence which is given of the infallibility of the 
testimony of those who delivered the doctrine, [which, as 
we have seen, he considered to be their miracles]; the 
infallible rule of faith to us is the Scripture, viz. that 
which limits and bounds the material objects of faith, 
which we are bound to believe ; and this doth, therefore, 
discover to us what those things are, which, on the ac- 
count of the formal object, we are obliged to believe. 

“2. Those who believe the doctrine of Scripture to be 
divine, have no reason to question the infallible convey- 
ance of that doctrine to us in those books we call the 
Scripture. Therefore, whatever things we are to believe 
in order to salvation, we have as great evidence as we can 
desire that they are infallibly conveyed to us. 1. If the 
doctrine of Christ be true and divine, then all the pro- 
mises he made were accomplished. Now that was one 
of the greatest, that his Spirit should lead his Apostles into 
all truth. (John xvi. 13.) Can we, then, reasonably think 
that if the Apostles had such an infallible assistance of. 
the Spirit of God with them in what they spake in a 
transitory way to them who heard them, that they should 
want it in the delivering those records to the Church, 
which were to be the standing monuments of this doctrine 
to all ages and generations? ... So that it will appear 
an absurd thing to assert that the doctrine of Christ is 
divine, and to question whether we have the infallible 
records? Of pitsge tie 3°: 2. Because these books were 
owned for divine, by those persons and ages who were 
most competent judges whether they were so or no. For 
the age of the Apostles was sufficiently able to judge 
whether those things which are said to be spoken by Christ, 
or written by the Apostles, were really so or no. And we 
can have no reason at all to question but what was deli- 
vered by them was infallibly true. Now, from that first 
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age we derive our knowledge concerning the authority of 
these books, which, being conveyed to us in the most un- 
questionable and universal tradition, we can have no 
reason in the world to doubt ; and therefore the greatest 
reason firmly to assent that the books we call the Scrip- 
ture are the infallible records of the word of God.” 1 

Where we see that the utmost which is allowed to 
Church-tradition in this matter is, to bear witness to the 
matter of fact that the books of Scripture were written by 
those whose names they bear, and were from the first 
acknowledged by Christians as inspired; and that this 
testimony stands not alone in proof of it. 

And this is still further proved by the supposed dia- 
logue he introduces between himself and a heathen, in 
which he says,—“ Will you believe such things wherein 
persons of several ages, professions, nations, redigions, 
interests, are allagreed that they were so? A. Yes, iF 1 
BE ONLY TO BELIEVE A MATTER OF FACT ON THEIR TES- 
Timony; I can see no ground to question it. [to which the 
reply is] Tuat 1s atu 1 pzsirE oF you, and therefore 
you must believe that there was in the world such a per- 
son as Jesus Christ, who died and rose again, and while 
he lived wrought great miracles to confirm his doctrine 
with; and that he sent out Apostles to preach this doctrine 
in the world, who likewise did work many miracles, 
and that some of these persons, the better to preserve 
and convey this doctrine, did write the substance of all 
that Christ either did or spake, and withal penned several 
Epistles to those Churches which were planted by them.” 
Then having proceeded to prove the divinity of the doc- 
trine by the miracles of Christ and the success of his 
doctrine, he adds, on the point of the divine inspiration of 
the Scripture, “If you believe the doctrine to be true and 
divine, you cannot reasonably question the infallibility of 
the Scriptures. For in that you read that not only Christ 
did miracles, but his Apostles too, and therefore their tes- 
timony, whether writing or speaking, was equally infalli- 
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ble; all that you want evidence for is, that such persons 
writ these books, and that, being a matter of fact, was suffi- 
ciently proved and acknowledged before,” namely in that 
“persons of several ages, professions, nations, religions, 
interests, are all agreed” in it. Thatis, Chureh-tradition 
supplies us only with evidence for the matters of fact con- 
nected with this point, and with but part of the evidence 
we have for them. 

And so with respect to the genuineness of what we re- 
ceive as Scripture, though he grants and asserts that “the 
universal consent of persons of the Christian Church in 
all ages” would be a sufficient ground for our being certain 
“that the Seripture we have was the same delivered by the 
Apostles,”* yet he says that this is not the only testimony 
we have for it, but “ we do justly appeal to the antient 
copies and MSS., which confirm the incorruption of 
ours.” 3 

Again, combating the idea that we receive the Serip- 
tures “on the sole authority of Church-tradition,” he says, 
«Js there any repugnancy in the thing,that Seripture should 
be received first upon the account of tradition, and yet 
afterwards men resolve their faith into the Scripture 
itself? May not a man very probably believe that a dia- 
mond is sent him from a friend upon the testimony of the 
messenger who brings it, and yet be firmly persuaded of it 
by discerning the sparklings of it?”4 

« General tradition at first makes way for the first ad- 
mission of Seripture, as the general repute of an Embas- 
sadour'’s coming doth for his aecess to the Prince; the 
particular tradition of the Church is like the Embassa- 
dour’s affirming to the Prince that he hath letters of cre- 
dence with him; but then when he enquires into the cer- 
tainty of those letters, those motives of credibility (not 
which relate to the person of the Embassadour but) | 
which evidently prove the sealing of those letters (as the - 
constant testimony of such who were present at it, the 
Seeretaries and Embassadours venturing their lives upon 
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it) must confirm him in that; and lastly, his own reading 
the credentials give [gives] him the highest confirmation; i. e. 
the testimony of those who saw the miracles of Christ and 
his Apostles, and confirmed the truth of their testimony 
by their dying for it, are [is] the highest inducement to our 
believing that the Scriptures were sealed by God himself 
in the miracles wrought, and written by his own hand, his 
Spirit infallibly assisting the Apostle; but ‘still, after all 
this, when in these very Scriptures we read such things as 
we cannot reasonably suppose could come from any but God 
himself, this doth in the highest degree setile and confirm 
our faith.”' And he applauds Justin Martyr for that 
“in all his discourses, where he had the most occasion 
administered to him to discover the most certain grounds 
of Christian faith, he resolves all into the rational evi- 
dence of the truth, excellency, and divinity of the doc- 
trine which was contained in the Scriptures.” ? 

I will add but one more quotation. It is pleaded by the 
Tractators, as by the Romanists, that as Scripture is known 
(according to them) by tradition, so the oral tradition of 
the Apostles may be as to the substance of it known in the 
same way. The following extract will show Bishop Stil- 
lingfleet’s opinion of such a notion. “ Your next inquiry 
is to this sense, whether Apostolical tradition be not as 
credible as the Scriptures. I answer freely—supprosine 
IT EQUALLY EVIDENT—what was delivered by the Apo- 
stles to the Church by word or writing hath equal cre- 
dibility. You attempt to prove, ‘ That there is equal evi- 
dence, because the Scripture is only known by the tradition 
of the Church to be the same that was recommended by the 
Apostolical Church, which you have likewise for Apo- 
stolical tradition.” But, 1. Do you mean the same 
Apostolical tradition here or no, which the Archbishop 
[Laud] speaks of, i. e. that act of the Apostles whereby 
they delivered the doctrine of Christ upon their testi- 
mony to the world? If you mean this tradition, for 
my part I do not understand it as anything really dis- 
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tinct from the tradition of the Scripture itself. For 
although I grant that the Apostles did deliver that doc- 
trine by word as well as writing, yet if that tradition by 
word had been judged sufficient, I much question whether 
we had ever had any written records at all. But because 
of the speedy decay of an oral tradition, if there had been 
no standing records, it pleased God in his infinite. wisdom 
and goodness to stir up some fit persons to digest those 
things summarily into writing, which. otherwise would 
have been exposed to several corruptions in a short time. 
For we see presently in the Church, notwithstanding 
this, how suddenly the Gnostics, Valentinians, Manichees, 
and others, did pretend some secret tradition ‘of Christ 
or his Apostles distinct from their writings. When, there- 
fore, you can produce as certain evidence for any Apostolical 
tradition distinct from Scripture as we can do that the 
books of Scripture were delivered by the Apostles to the 
Church, you may then be hearkened to, but not before.” 1 


The next witness to whom I would refer is 


Bisuor Patrick, 


from whose “ Discourse about Tradition” Mr. Keble has 
given an extract. From this passage the system under 
review can clearly look for no support in more than one 
point, and that is as to the degree of authority to be given 
to what is called catholic consent in the interpretation of 
Scripture. On this point Bishop Patrick uses expressions 
in this extract which leave it doubtful what degree of 
authority he attributed to it. But what is wanted from 
Mr. Keble’s witnesses is not a testimony of this doubtful 
nature, but one which distinctly declares, in accordance 
with his system, that such consent is part of the rule of faith. 
We do not deny, but on the contrary afirm,that our Church 
receives the faith which has the witness of what is popu- 
larly called catholic consent, but we do deny that she 
considers herself bound by the authority of that consent, 
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i. e. of a certain number of Fathers and Councils, or that 
it forms any part of her rule of faith. Where does 
Bishop Patrick assert this? Nowhere. On the contrary, 
when we conie to read his treatise as a whole, we find 
that in the commencement of it he distinctly states that 
Church-tradition has but human authority, and begins by 
showing that such texts as 2 Thess. ii. 15, (“hold the 
traditions which ye have been taught, whether by word 
or our Epistle’), upon which Mr. Keble appears to ground 
his reverence for traditions, are nothing to the purpose 
as an argument for our receiving traditions. 

“Tn this,” he says, “ we all agree, that the whole Gos- 
pel or doctrine of Christ which is now upon record in 
those books we call the Scriptures, was once unwritten, 
when it was first preached by our blessed Saviour and his 
Apostles, which must be noted to remove that small ob- 
jection with which they of the Roman Church are wont 
to trouble some people’s minds, merely from the name of 
traditions, which St. Paul in his Epistles requires those to 
whom he writes carefully to observe ; particularly in that 
famous place 2 Thess. ii. 15. ‘Therefore, brethren, stand 
fast, and hold the traditions which ye have been taught, 
whether by word or our Epistle.’ Behold, say they, here 
are things not written, but delivered by word of mouth, 
which the Thessalonians are commanded to hold. Very 
true, should the people of our Church say to those that 
insist upon this, but behold also, we beseech you, what the 
traditions are of which the Apostle here writes, and mark 
also when it was that they were partly unwritten. For the 
first of these, it is manifest that he means by traditions, the 
doctrines which we now read in the Holy Scriptures. For 
the very first word therefore is an indication that this verse 
is an inference from what he had said in the foregoing. 
Now the things he before treated of are the grand doc- 
trines of the Gospel, or the way of salvation revealed unto 
us by Christ Jesus from God the Father, who ‘ hath from 
the beginning, saith he, vv. 13, 14, chosen you to salva- 
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tion through sanctification of the Spirit and belief of the 
truth, whereunto he hath called you, &c. This is the 
sum of the gospel; and whatsoever he had delivered unto 
them about these matters of their sanctification, or of their 
faith, or of their salvation, by obtaining the glory of our 
Lord Jesus Christ, to which they were chosen and called 
through their sanctification and faith, this he exhorts 
them to hold fast, whether it was contained in this Epistle 
or in his former preaching, for he had not occasion now 
to write all that he had formerly delivered by word of 
mouth. Which afterward was put in writing; for mark, 
(which is the second thing,) the time when some things re- 
mained unwritten, which was when this Epistle was 
sent to the Thessalonians. Then some things concerning 
their salvation were not contained in this letter, but as yet 
delivered only by word of mouth unto this Church. I 
say, to this Church ; for it doth not follow that all churches 
whatsoever were, at the time of the writing of this Epistle, 
without the doctrine of the gospel completely written, be- 
cause among the Thessalonians some traditions or doc- 
trines were as yet unwritten. Which can in reason be 
extended no further than to themselves, and to this Epistle, 
which did not contain all the evangelical doctrine, though 
other writings, which it is possible were then extant in 
some other Churches, did. And I say, as yet unwritten 
in that Church, because the Thessalonians no doubt had 
afterward more communicated to them in writing, besides 
this Epistle or the former either, viz. ali the Gospels and 
the Acts of the Apostles, and other Apostolical Epistles, 
which we now enjoy. Which writings, we may be con- 
fident, contain the traditions which the Apostle had de- 
livered to the Thessalonians by word, concerning the in- 
carnation, birth, life, miracles, death, resurrection and 
ascension of our blessed Saviour, and concerning the 
coming of the Holy Ghost, and the mission of the Apo- 
stles, and all the rest which is there recorded for our 
everlasting instruction. And, therefore, it is in vain to 
argue from this place that there are still at this day some 
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unwritten traditions which we are to follow, unless the 
Apostle had said, ‘hold the traditions which ye have 
been taught by word which shall never be written.’ 

. . And it is to no more purpose to show us the word 
‘tradition’ in other places of St. Paul’s writings. ... It 
would be too long to explain all the rest of the places 
of Holy Scripture, which they are wont to allege, [among 
which is Mr. Keble’s text, 2 Tim. i. 14.] though the word 
tradition be not mentioned in them, to give a colour to 
their present pretences.” 1 

By these observations about one-half of Mr. Keble’s 
sermon is answered, for it is an argument for the value 
of tradition founded upon these texts. 

But let us proceed to an examination of the bishop’s 
views on the particular points which characterize the 
system under review. 

First, As to Church-tradition being a “divine inform- 
ant,’ an “unwritten word of God.” 

“Tf,” he says, “ part of God’s word had been written 
and part unwritten, we cannot but believe there would 
have been some care taken in the written word, not only 
to let us know so much, but also inform us whither we 
should resort to find it, and how we should know it, if it 
be absolutely necessary for us to be acquainted with it. 
But there is no such notice nor any such directions left us, 
nor can any man give us any certain rule to follow in this 
matter, but only this, Zo examine all traditions by the 
Scripture as the supreme rule of faith, and to admit only 
such as are conformable thereunto. ..... It is true, the 
Fathers sometimes urge tradition as a proof of what they 
say. But we must know that the Scriptures were not 
presently communicated among some barbarous nations, 
and there were some heretics also who either denied the 
Scriptures, or some part of them. And in these cases it 
was necessary to appeal to the tradition that was in the 
Church, and to convince them by the doctrine taught 
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everywhere by all the bishops. But that (mark this, I 
pray you,) of which they convinced them by this argu- 
ment, was nothing but what is taught in the Scripture. 
With which we cannot suffer anything to be equalled in 
authority, unless we could see it confirmed by the same 
or equal testimony. This is the great reason of all, why 
we cannot admit ANY unwritten traditions to be a part of 
THE worD oF Gop which we are BOUND TO BELIEVE, be- 
cause we cannot find any truths so delivered to us as those 
in the holy Scriptures.”1 Which is directly contrary to 
what Mr. Keble maintains. 

And so in another work he says, “ We have ever 
owned, that Apostolical traditions, if we knew where to 
find them in any place but the Bible, are to be received 
and followed, if delivered by them as of necessary obliga- 
tion. But we do likewise say, THat WE KNOW NO suUCH 
TRADITIONS. 2 What would he have said, then, to Mr. 
Keble’s “ precious apostolical relics?” This passage at 
once takes away the very foundation of that high autho- 
rity which is claimed for Catholic consent, on the ground 
of its delivering to us the oral teaching of the Apostles. 

On the second and third points I would refer to the 
following passages. 

“ ‘Whatsoever is delivered by the Church hath the same 
authority which the Church hath; which, though it be 
not equal to the foregoing, the Church having no such 
Divine power, nor infallible judgment, as the Apostles 
had, yet is of such weight and moment that it ought to 
be reverenced next to theirs. I mean, the sense of the 
whole Church, which must be acknowledged also to be of 
greater or lesser authority as it was nearer or farther off 
from the times of the Apostles.” This passage shows 
that Bishop Patrick attached no idea of Divine authority 
or infallibility to “ the sense of the whole Church,” and 
therefore used the words only in a general sense, and 
never thought of making it part of the rule of faith. And 
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so elsewhere he says, “ If we will run up to the true anti- 
quity, there is nothing so antient as the Holy Scriptures. 
They are the oldest records of religion, and by them if 
we frame our lives, we are sure it is according to the most 
authentic and antient directions of piety delivered in the 
holy oracles of God... . . And if the old rule be safe, 
that is true which is first, we are safe enough, for there is 
nothing before this to be our guide, and there can be 
nothing after this but must be TRIED By 1T. According to 
another rule, as old as reason itself, the first in every kind 
is the measure of all the rest. And as sure as there is a 
gospel of God’s grace, they that walk after this rule, this 
Divine Canon, peace shall be upon them and mercy, they 
being the true Israel or Church of God.” 1 

Again; “There is no question to be made, but the Apo- 
stles taught the first Christians the meaning of those hard 
places which we find in their and other holy writings. 
But who can tell us where to find certainly so mMucH as 
ONEOF THEM? ... Nothing is more desirable than those 
Apostolical interpretations of Scripture, nothing could be 
more useful, and yet we have no HOPE to meet with them 
either there [i. e. in the Romish Church] or indeed any- 
WHERE ELSE.”’* A passage diametrically opposed to the 
statements of the Tractators. 

Nay, in the very part quoted by Mr. Keble there is a 
passage directly against him, in which Bishop Patrick 
says approvingly that the Fathers made the Scripture 
“the complete rule of their faith whereby they ended con- 
troversies,’ adding that “there is nothing in the Nicene 
Creed but what is to be found in the Bible.” And so he 
says in another work, “ Our doctrine is, that the written 
word is the only rule of our faith.” 3 

And, in reply to the charge of the Romanists, that the 
Protestants affirm “That there is not in the Church one 
and that an infallible rule for understanding the at 
Scriptures and conserving unity in matters of faith,” 
stead of giving such an answer as would flow from ih 
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view attributed to him, he says,—‘“ We believe the Scrip- 
ture itself gives us infallible directions for the understand- 
ing of its sense in all things necessary, which if all would 
follow, there would be unity in matters of necessary be- 
lief;”! and he distinctly asserts that “ there is no traditive 
interpretation of Scripture.” 2 

Hence he speaks of catholic consent as “an argument,” 
and the decrees of the first four General Councils as “a 
great confirmation of our belief.’ And he thus describes 
the way in which he conceives tradition may be of ser- 
vice. ‘“ We allow,” he says, “that Tradition gives us a 
considerable assistance in such points as are not in so 
many letters and syllables contained in the Seriptures, but 
may be gathered from thence by good and manifest rea- 
soning. Or, in plainer words perhaps, whatsoever tra- 
dition justifies any doctrine that may be proved by the 
Scriptures, though not found in express terms there, we 
acknowledge to be of great use, and readily receive and - 
follow it, as serving very much to establish us more 
firmly in that truth, when we see all Christians have 
adhered to it. This may be called a confirming tradition ; 
of which we have an instance in the doctrine of infant 
baptism ; which some antient Fathers call an Apostolical 
tradition. Not that it cannot be proved by any place of 
Scripture ; no such matter: for though we do not find it 
written in so many words that infants are to be baptized, 
or that the Apostles baptized infants; yet it may be 
proved out of the Scriptures; and the Fathers themselves 
who call it an Apostolical tradition, do allege testimonies 
of the Scriptures to make it good. And therefore, we 
may be sure, they comprehend the Scriptures within the 
name of Apostolical tradition, and believed that this 
doctrine was gathered out of the Scriptures, though not 
expressly treated of there. In like manner we in this 
Church assert the authority of bishops above presbyters 
by a divine right. . . . Now this we are persuaded may 
be plainly enough proved to any man that is ingenuous, and 
will fairly consider things, out of the Holy Scriptures, 
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WITHOUT THE HELP OF TRADITION. But we also take in 
the assistance of this for the conviction of gainsayers, &c.” ! 

Mr. Keble may reply that the Bishop’s expressions in 
other places as to the authority of catholic consent appear 
to him equivalent to making it part of the rule of faith ; 
but this is nothing to the purpose, because it is evident 
that the Bishop himself drew a distinction between the 
two, and therefore cannot fairly be quoted by Mr. Keble 
as favouring his views. 

As to Church-tradition supplying some divinely-revealed 
truths not contained at all in Scripture, Bishop Patrick dis- 
tinctly says,—* Nothing may be taught as a piece of RELIGION, 
which hath not the forenamed original,” [i. e. is contained 
in the Scriptures]. To which he subjoins merely this re- 
mark,— Yet I must add that those things which have 
been universally believed, and not contrary to Scripture, 
though not written at all there, nor to be proved from 
thence, we do receive as pious opinions.” And he instances 
the perpetual virginity of the mother ,of our Lord, 
“which,” he says, “is so likely a thing, and so universally 
received, that I do not see why we should not look upon it 
asa genuine Apostolical tradition.” * That this was “ uni- 
versally received” we have already shown to be a mis- 
taken notion, and we have no evidence that Bishop Patrick 
ever directed his inquiries particularly to this point. But 
to the reception of it by those who are disposed to enter- 
tain it, there can be no possible objection, provided it is 
not obtruded upon us as a doctrine which we ought to 
hold. 

As it respects points of order or practice, the extracts 
already given will show Bishop Patrick’s view as to the 
more important of them, as infant baptism, &c. Concern- 
ing others he speaks thus; “ We allow also the traditions 
of the Church about matters of order, rites, and ceremo- 
nies. Only we do not take them to be parts of God’s 
worship; and if they be not appointed in the Holy Scrip- 
tures, we believe they may be altered by the same or the like 
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authority with that which ordained them. So our Church 
hath excellently and fully resolved as concerning such 
matters in the 34th article of religion.” And so, further 
on, speaking of the Church of Rome neglecting to ob- 
serve some things which tradition mentions as Aposto- 
lical, instancing the three immersions in baptism, he says, 
“ And yet there is no such thing now in use in their 
Church no more than in ours; who justify ourselves, as I 
showed above, by a true opinion that rites and ceremonies 
are not unalterable ; which it is impossible for them to do, 
unless they will cease to press the necessity of other tradi- 
tions upon us, which never were so generally received as 
this which is now abolished. To which may be added 
the custom of giving the eucharist to infants, which pre- 
vailed for several ages, and is called by St. Austin an 
Apostolical tradition.”* Where we may clearly see, that 
without undertaking to determine the question whether 
some of these practices had or had not sufficient proof of © 
their Apostolical origin, he maintains, as the doctrine of 
our Church, that at any rate they are not of perpetual 
obligation on the Church, which, practically, amounts to 
what we contend for. 

We come next to the fourth, and very important ques- 
tion, as to the necessity of an authoritative interpreter of 
Scripture even in the fundamental points, on account of 
the obscurity of Scripture. 

On this important point thus clearly speaks Bishop 
Patrick. 

“ No Protestant will say, that all Scriptures are easy 
to be understood. .... Some are easy, as much, that is, 
as is necessary to our salvation. Which is the express 
affirmation of St. Chrysostom in many places, ‘ All 
things necessary are manifest.’ Hom. 3. in 2 Thess.” 3 

Again, in another work, entitled, “ Search the Scrip- 
tures,’ one point which he undertakes to show is, “ that 
most things in the Holy Scriptures are so far from being 
hard to be understood that they are easy ; nay, aut things 
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absolutely necessary for us are vERY Easy.”! “ If the 
words of the Spirit of God, which are as bright as a 
lamp to give light unto our feet, may be mistaken or 
abused, then no man, no company of men, no interpreter, 
no council, can draw up any words but they may be per- 
verted by those who have no mind to be directed by 
them, but are concerned to put another sense than they 
intended upon them. And indeed it is no slight argu- 
ment that the Holy Scriptures are easy to be understood 
in all things necessary for our instruction, because God 
would have all, even the meanest capacity, to read them. 
.... It would have been in vain to require men to 
search the Scriptures, as not only God, but his Church in 
antient times, did, if they could not readily there meet 
with satisfaction.” 2 

“ By whose authority did St. John write, or by whose 
assistance did he perform this work? Was it not by our 
Saviour’s, and by the guidance of the Holy Ghost? And 
to what purpose was he inspired, but to work faith in 
those men’s souls who read his writings? And what 
faith was this? Only the belief of some few things 
which are clear enough, but not sufficient to make us 
wise unto salvation? No such matter. He wrote that 
we might have so much faith as should give us eternal 
life through Christ Jesus. Now who can believe that he 
who wrote by that Spirit which perfectly knew the several 
tempers and capacities of every age, and with an inten- 
tion to breed saving faith in their souls, should yet write 
so obscurely that he could not be understood of them 
for whose good and benefit he wrote? Nothing but 
interest, that is, nothing but that very wicked temper 
which blinded the Jews, and made them deny our Saviour 
and crucify him, can induce a man to be of this opinion.” * 
“ Some places of Holy Scripture are hard to be under- 
stood by some persons and by some capacities, and in 
some ages and times, and some matters that are not of 
general concernment; but in that which concerns men 
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of all ages, capacities, and conditions, and to every man 
in his order and vocation, according to the measure of 
God’s gifts bestowed on him, we affirm, with the greatest 
reason, that the Scripture is plain and easy to be under- 
stood, provided men have a will to learn what they are to 
believe and do.”1 “ The learned may abuse them as well 
as the unlearned, if they be ill disposed; and the un- 
learned may get good by them as well as the learned, if 
they be well affected. There are some things clearer 
than that any can doubt of them, or stand in need of an 
interpreter; the simplest may easily apprehend them, and 
be instructed by them, if they come with honest and good 
hearts to learn their duty; and yet the wisest will not 
apprehend them or not receive them, though never so 
plain, if their hearts be otherwise bent and ill disposed in 
their affections.”* “ Of this we may be certain, that ‘ it 
is the good pleasure of God,’ as an excellent man speaks, 
‘ and his unalterable decree, that the Holy Scriptures,’ at 
least in their drift and design, ‘ shall be plain and easy 
to such as faithfully practise their most plain and easy 
precepts, but hard and difficult to be understood aright 
of such as wilfully transgress them.’ There ‘is nothing 
more perspicuously set down in Holy Scripture than this, 
as would be easy to show, if it would not enlarge this 
book too much, from such words as those of St. Peter, 
‘ God resisteth the proud, but giveth grace to the hum- 
ble. And therefore, should we admit of any authority 
equivalent to the Holy Scriptures, the question would 
still remain, whether the infallibility of that authority 
could take away that blindness of heart which by God’s 
just judgment falls upon all those who ‘ detain the truth 
of God in unrighteousness.’ If for their disobedience to 
evident and plain truths, God punish them with such spi- 
ritual darkness that they discern not his will revealed in 
his written word, no other infallible authority can en- 
lighten them, and make those scales fall from their eyes 
which hinder their sight in the means of their salvation. 
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They will everlastingly go on in darkness, because hav- 
ing light presented to them they preferred darkness be- 
fore it.”} 

Lastly, as to receiving Scripture on the authority. of 
tradition. 

On this point thus speaks Bishop Patrick ;—« That 
word of God which was once unwritten being now writ- 
ten, we acknowledge ourselves to be much indebted to 
the Church of God in all foregoing ages, which hath pre- 
served the Scriptures, and delivered them down to us as 
his word, which we ought to do unto those that shall 
guceéed ls... « This tradition we own, it being univer- 
sal, continued, uninterrupted, and undenied. Though in 
truth this is tradition in another sense of the word, not sig- 
nifying the doctrine delivered unto us, but the manner 
and means of its delivery. And therefore, if any member 
of our Church be pressed by those of the Romish persua- 
sion with this argument for their present traditions, that 
Scripture itself is come to us by tradition, let them answer 
thus, Very right, it is so, and we thank God for it; there- 
fore, let this be no part of our dispute, it being a thing 
presupposed in all discourses about religion, a thing 
agreed among all Christian people, that we read the 
word of God when we read the holy Scriptures. Which 
being delivered to us, and accepted by us as his word, 
we see no necessity of any other tradition or doc- 
trine which is not to be found there, or cannot be proved 
from thence, for they tell us they are able to make even 
the man of God wise unto salvation. And if they press 
you again, and say, How do you know that some books 
are canonical and others not, is it not by a constant tra- 
dition? Answer them again in this manner, Yes, this is 
true also. . . but know withal that this universal tradi- 
tion of the books of Scripture is no part of the tradition 
or doctrine delivered, that is, no doctrine distinct from the 
Scriptures, but only the instrument or means of conveying 
that doctrine to us. In short, it is the fidelity of the 
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Church with whom the canon of Scripture was deposed, 
but is no more a doctrine, not written in the Scripture, 
than the tradition or delivery of the Code or Book of the 
Civil Law is any opinion or law not written in that Code. 
.... And if they urge you further, and say that the very 
credit of the Scriptures depends upon tradition, tell them 
that it is a speech not to be endured, if they mean thereby 
that it gives the Scripture its authority . . . for it is to say 
that man gives authority to God's word. Whereas in 
truth the holy Scriptures are not therefore of Divine 
authority, because the Church hath delivered them so to 
be, but the Church hath delivered them so to be, because 
it knew them to be of such authority. And if the Church 
should have conceived or taught otherwise of these 
writings than as of the undoubted oracles of God, she 
_ would have erred damnably in such a tradition. I shall 
sum up what hath been said in this second particu- 
lar in a few words. Christ and his Apostles at first 
taught the Church by word of mouth, but afterward that 
which they preached was by the commandment of God 
committed to writing, and delivered unto the Church to 
be the ground of our faith. Which is no more than 
Irenzus hath said in express words (lib. iii. ¢. 1.) speak- 
ing of them by whom the gospel came into all nations ;— 
‘which they then preached, but afterward by the will of 
God delivered unto us in the Scriptures, to be in time to 
come the foundation and pillar of our faith.’”’} 
I proceed to consider the testimony of 


Dr. WartTERLAND, 


From whose remarks on “ the use and value of eccle- 
siastical antiquity in controversies of faith,” in his Treatise 
on “ The importance of the doctrine of the Holy Tri- 
nity,” Mr. Keble has given an extract, to show that he 
supported the views of the Tractators. From those 
remarks I am so far from disagreeing, that I scarcely 
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We 


know a treatise where the subject is, upon the whole, 
more judiciously handled. And we may observe, that 
the occasion which led him to write it, would naturally 
lead him to affix to antiquity as high a value as he could 
suppose to belong to it, as he was vindicating the strength 
of the argument derived from the testimony of the primi- 
tive Church in favour of the doctrine of the Trinity. He 
is therefore pleading for all the value being given to such 
an argument which it can bear, and the cautious and 
judicious way in which he does it, shows how totally 
opposite his views were to those of the system under 
review. 

On the extract given in the “ Catena,” I would make 
but one observation, and that is, that it would have been 
well to have let the reader understand that the whole of 
the former part of that extract has relation only to “ the 
public acts of the antient Church appearing in creeds 
made use of in baptism, and in the censures passed upon 
heretics,” which would have appeared if the introductory 
sentence to the paragraph quoted had been given, which 
is important, as showing that in his observations he was 
referring to certain particular documents, and not to the 
writings of the Fathers generally. To these documents he 
appears to allude afterwards, as “ writings then [i.e. in pri- 
mitive times] extant,” enabling those who lived during the 
period that the unanimity of the Apostolic Churches lasted, 
to raise agood “argument” from that unanimity thus proved, 
while we can only raise an argument from that unanimity, 
“ provided we have first proved [and there lies the diffi- 
culty] that the faith we contend for is the very same that 
obtained in the Churches of that age ;” and though some 
considerable evidence may be obtained on this point, 
such as still to make it a good argument, it is not such as 
it was then, from the deficiency of documents. This is 
the precise view he afterwards inculcates, in a passage I 
shall quote presently. 

I now proceed to give some further extracts, which, 
with one exception, (as noted,) are all taken from the 
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chapter on “the use and value of ecclesiastical antiquity,” 
from which Mr. Keble has quoted. 

As it respects the first position, the whole chapter 
shows that such a notion never entered Dr. Waterland’s 
head, as that the Church-tradition we now have, should 
be considered a divine informant. The following passage 
will abundantly show this, as well as prepare us for his 
views on the subsequent points. 

“Tt is pleaded that men ought to judge for themselves, 
to make use of their own understandings, and to admit 
no human authorities. I allow the plea; but I presume 
it is not hereby meant that we should receive no human 
explications of texts; for then we must receive none at all. 

As to authority, in a strict and proper sense, I do 
not know that the Fathers have any over us; they are all 
dead men. Therefore we urge not their authority, but 
their testimony, their suffrage, their judgment, as carrying 
great force of reason with it; and reason we should all 
submit to. Taking them in here as lights or helps, is doing 
what is reasonable, and using our own understanding in 
the best manner, and to the best purposes; it is judging 
rightly for ourselves. If it were not so, what prudent man 
would advise it, or endeavour to persuade others to it ? 
But, says an objector, do not you follow the Fathers? 
Yes, as far as reason requires, and no farther; therefore 
this is following our own reason; and he that deserts the 
Fathers in this instance [the doctrine of the Trinity] de- 
serts himself, and his own reason. Their sentiments, so 
antient, so universal, carry the force of AN ARGUMENT along 
with them; and a very strong argument too, all things 
considered. Therefore, the being conducted by those sen- 
timents along with Scripture, is the same thing with 
being convinced or persuaded by argument; which is 
hearkening to right reason, which is submitting to God, 
who gave us reason for our guide, and not to human 
authority. It is following the safest and best light which 
Divine Providence has graciously afforded us; for, as a 
great and good Prelate has observed, ‘the general tradi- 
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tion of the Church, next to Scripture, is the best and 
surest confirmation of this great point now in question be- 
tween us; and that which gives us the greatest and truest 
light for the right understanding of the true sense and 
meaning of Scripture, not only in this, but in most other 
important doctrines of the Christian religion.’ (Abp. Til- 
lotson.)” } 

Here the matter is placed upon its right footing. The 
testimony of the Fathers on any of the great doctrines of 
the Christian faith is a good and strong argument in 
favour of that which it supports, and may be highly 
useful in guiding us to the right understanding of Scrip- 
ture, but it is no divine informant ; it is but the testimony 
of a certain number of fallible men, whose witness, from 
their proximity to the times of the Apostles, is of im- 
portance. 

Dr. Waterland’s views, however, will be still more 
fully manifested in the extracts which I will now proceed 
to give, with reference to the second and third positions ; 
and these extracts I have selected so as to show what 
was his opinion as to the value of the testimony of the 
primitive Church, and how he applied that testimony. 

Speaking of a Roman Catholic insinuating that the 
doctrine of the Trinity was not to be gathered from Scrip- 
ture, except through the aid of the Church’s expositions, 
he says, “he pleads under cover for imposing a sense 
upon Scripture, instead of taking one from the natural 
force of the words. This never was the advice of the an- 
tients ; neither ought it to be the practice of the moderns 

. . and indeed this gentleman afterwards gives very 
broad intimations that Scripture is not the whole [the 
italics are his] rule of faith. So now the secret is out ; and 
I suppose by this time it is manifest what cause he is serving.” 
(p. 256.) Such is Dr. Waterland’s advocacy of the notion 
that Scripture and tradition form jointly the rule of faith. 

Proceeding to consider what is the value of antiquity 
in the interpretation of Scripture, he, after noticing the 
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various ways in which men are likely to be misled, ob- 
serves, “ These things considered, it will be highly expe- 
dient to take in all the helps we can procure for the as- 
certaining the true and full meaning of sacred Writ,-and 
for preserving, so far as in us lies, the doctrines of Christ. 
No proper means are to be neglected or set aside, lest we 
fall into error for want of the use of such means, or be 
found guilty of despising the gifts of God. Now we may 
come to the main question, whether antiquity may not be 
justly reputed one of the proper means, or how far it is 
so.” (p. 260.) He then points out in what ways the an- 
tients may be of use to usin this matter, and observes ;— 
“7, The antients who lived nearest to the Apostolical 
times, are of some use to us, considered merely as contem- 
porary writers, for their diction or phraseology. .. . 
II. A further use of the antient Fathers is seen in their 
letting us into the knowledge of antiquated rites and 
customs, upon which some Scripture allusions may be 
formMedse) aan. III. The antient Fathers are further 
useful, as giving us insight into the history of the age in 
which the sacred books (of the New Testament I mean,) 
were written. .... IV. I come, fourthly, to mention 
some more peculiar and eminent views, in which the an- 
tientest Fathers may be exceeding useful for fixing the 
sense of Scripture in controverted texts. Those that lived 
in or near the Apostolical times, might retain in memory 
what the Apostles themselves, or their immediate succes- 
sors, thought and said upon such and such points. And 
though there is no trusting in such case to oral tradition, 
distinct from Scripture, nor to written, disagreeing with 
Scripture, yet written accounts consonant to Scripture 
are of use to confirm and strengthen Scripture, and to ascer- 
tain its true meaning. .... V. The next consideration 
is this, that a very particular regard is due to the public 
acts of the antient Church, appearing in creeds made use 
of in baptism, and in the censures passed upon heretics ; 
and the observable harmony and unanimity of the several 
Churches in such acts is.a cireumstance which adds irre- 
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sistible force to them. . . . Not that one would, at this 
time of day, presume to rest an article of faith upon 
Church records alone, or upon anything pestpEs Scripture : 
but, while the superior proof from sacred Writ is the 
ground of our faith, the subordinate proof from antiquity 
may be a good mark of direction for the interpretation of 
Scripture in the prime doctrines. If we can prove, from 
antient records, what that faith was, which obtained so 
universally in the second century, and later, we can then 
argue from it in like manner, as Ireneus, Hegesippus, 
Tertullian, yea, and Clemens also, and Origen did, and 
ean make the like use of it, against those that pervert 
Scripture. Only, indeed, there will be this difference, 
that the argument, as now urged, is become one of the 
learned kind, and therefore not so well adapted to common 
capacities, as it formerly was; and it is somewhat WEAKER 
TO US in another respect ; as we have not so many evidences 
now extant, as those writers then had, whereby to prove 
such constant succession of doctrine so long, and such una- 
nimity of the Churches in professing it. But, notwith- 
standing, we have evidences sufficient to persuade rational 
men; and the arGument is still a good one, though with 
some abatements. VI. There is one consideration more 
tending still to strengthen the former, and which must 
by no means be omitted: namely, that the charismata, the 
extraordinary gifts, were then frequent, visibly rested in 
and upon the Church, and there only.” (pp. 260—72.) 
Hence he proceeds to draw his conclusions as to ‘ the 
use of antiquity ;” and lays down, as inferences from the 
observations already made, these two conclusions ;—(1.) 
“ The least that we can infer, from what hath been already 
said, is, that the sense of the antients, once known, is an 
useful check upon any new interpretations of Scripture, 
affecting the main doctrines. It has a negative voice, if I 
may so call it, in such a case; and it is reason sufficient 
for throwing off any such novel expositions, that they cross 
upon the undoubted faith of all the antient Churches, or 
contain some doctrine, as of moment, to be received, which 
VOL. II. EEE 
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the antients universally rejected, or never admitted.” 
“ A negative argument, therefore, being allowed,—as, in- 
deed, there is plain reason for it,—it must be allowed 
also that the Fathers are of use to us, so far as such an 
argument can be of use; and that the antients may be of 
great use in the Church, in this view, is very apparent ; 
being that they serve as an outwork, which Daille takes 
notice of, for the repelling the presumption of those who 
would forge a new faith.” (pp. 275, 277.) (2.) “I would 
next advance a step farther than the mere negative argu- 
-ment can directly carry us; for I conceive that a just in- 
ference may be drawn from that concession, which will 
extend our views somewhat beyond what I have just now 
mentioned. If the antients could not be universally ig- 
norant of any necessary doctrine, since it is morally ab- 
surd that they should be deficient in necessaries ; by parity 
of reason, it must be allowed that they could not generally 
fall into fundamental errors, because that, also, would 
be failing in necessaries; inasmuch as nothing can be 
more necessary in our religious concernments, than to 
stand clear of all pernicious or dangerous mistakes. 
From whence it follows that, whatever the antient 
Churches universally admitted as a necessary article of 
faith, must, at the lowest, be safe doctrine.” And apply- 
ing this second principle to the case before him, the doc- 
trine of the Trinity, he adds,—“ And because it is hard 
to conceive how such a doctrine as we are now upon 
could be safe, if it were not true, we may reasonably infer 
that it is true as well as safe. ... Iapprehend withal, 
that the same conclusion will more directly and closely 
follow from the principles before laid down ; namely, that, 
morally speaking, it is absurd to suppose that the pri- 
mitive Churches should so universally maintain one and 
the same doctrine, if they had not received it from the 
beginning ; especially considering the important nature of 
the doctrine. ... Any other pretended sense of Scrip- 
ture, as implying a kind of moral absurdity, ought to be 
rejected ; unless it can be proved to carry with it such a 
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degree of moral certainty, as is more than sufficient to 
countervail such prescription or prejudice against it. . 

It was morally impossible that the primitive Churches 
should err in doctrines of that high importance, so soon, 
or so universally.” “The sum, then, of the whole case, 
in few words, is this. 1. We assert that the received 
doctrine of the Trinity is proved directly to be true, and 
consequentially to be important, from Scripture itself, ac- 
cording to the known rules of grammar and criticism: and 
such proof cannot be evaded or eluded, without doing the 
greatest violence imaginable to the texts. 2. In the next 
place, we maintain that the antient Churches taught the 
same doctrine as an essential, and condemned the con- 
trary opinions as pernicious and dangerous; which consi- 
deration makes it now doubly absurd to interpret Scripture 
in contradiction to that doctrine. 3. The result of the two 
foregoing considerations is, that since we have thus proved 
the truth of our doctrine, and the importance of it, both 
ways, directly from Scripture, and indirectly from the an- 
tients, I say the result is, that this is the faith which we 
ought to contend for; we are morally certain, every way, 
that it is true; and if true, important of course.” (pp. 278— 
81.) In all these statements in favour of the application 
of the argument from antiquity, as a strong moral confir- 
mation of the truth of the orthodox interpretation of 
Scripture, I most cordially concur. These statements are 
altogether different to the high-flying claims in behalf of 
antiquity, which characterize the system under review ; 
and I have given them at some length, in order that the 
reader may the better see what was the view, positive as 
well as negative, taken of this matter by Dr. Waterland. 

The following passages, occurring afterwards, in reply 
to some objections, will still further show that he held 
the argument from antiquity to be not authoritative, but 
only probable and confirmatory. 

“Comparing Scripture with Seripture i is a very good 
method of interpretation. Yea, and the best and most sa- 
tisfactory of any to every rational mind ; but still we do not 
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see reason why it should be thought to supersede any other 
that is good. For after we have thereby obtained all the 
home light we can get, where will be the harm of ad- 
mitting still further light, if we can procure it from 
abroad? The more we have of both kinds the better. . . 
.... The excellent Buddeus, otherwise a very judicious 
writer, appears not so clear or not so accurate in his ac- 
count of this matter, as might be wished. He gives his 
judgment ‘ that neither natural reason nor tradition should 
be the rule of interpreting, but Scripture itself, and the 
analogy of faith. (Isag. 11.1795.) Had he said neither 
one nor other, but all together, I think he had said right: 
but as he has taken in only two of the things, excluding 
the rest, as it seems, from bearing a part in the interpre- 
tation of Scripture, he appears to me to have judged 
wrong upon the case, or at least to have fallen short of 
his wonted accuracy. For certainly he ought to have 
allowed something to natural reason, and something also to 
antiquity, though not everything. There is a great deal 
of difference between admitting either of them to govern ab- 
solutely, and throwing them quite out: and there is a just 
medium between giving each of them A NEGATIVE, and making 
either of them soLE UMPIRE [which latter is precisely what 
the Tractators do in respect of antiquity]. (pp. 288, 9.) 
“A man may be able to evade Scripture alone, who may 
not be able to evade both Scripture and antiquity; or if 
he can evade both, yet perhaps not so easily; therefore, 
if the taking in antiquity is of service, as it reinforces 
truth, and bears the harder upon error, it is worth the 
urging ; for the same reason as all kinds of arguments or 
dissuasives against sin and wickedness, are to be urged in 
due place.” (p. 322.) And he tells us, in a former part, 
that though Tertullian laid so much stress upon tradition, 
as at that time “an argument drawn from sensible fact, 
more affecting, obvious, and popular,.than dry alterca- 
tions about the authenticity of the books of Scripture, or 
the precise meaning of words;” yet that, “ nevertheless, 
as often as he employed his pen in controversy with he- 


ON THE SUBJECT OF THIS WORK. 789 


retics, and drew up polemical tracts, though he would not 
omit to mention the additional advantage he had in point 
of prescription or tradition, (Contr. Mare. lib. i. e. 1. 20. 
lib. i. c. 1. Contr. Prax. e. 2.), yet he chose to pass it off 
wn short hints, and not to dwell upon it ; but rather to rest 
the issue of the main cause upon Scripture and reason.” 
(pp. 269, 70.) 

I add one more extract, taken from a subsequent work. 
“For the right understanding of Scripture, it is of great 
moment to know what the most eminent writers or 
teachers, antient and modern, have thought before us on 
the same subject, and more especially to observe what 
they unanimously agreed in .... but THE common 
REASON OF MANKIND IS PROPERLY THE RULE OF INTERPRE- 
TATION ... and that common reason shines out the 
brightest, and appears in greatest perfection, in the united 
verdict of the wisest and most excellent men.”! 

Further, as to the perfection of Scripture as a rule 
both of faith and practice, he says ;— 

“The perfection of Scripture is a point allowed.” 
(p. 283.) ‘“ When we say that Scripture is perfect, we 
mean, generally, as to the matter of it, which is full and 
complete to be A RULE OF LIFE AND MANNERS, without 
taking in any additional rule to join with it.” (Ib.) 

On the subject of the fourth position, he says ;— 

“T doubt not to say that the Scripture is plain enough 
in this cause [the Trinity] for any honest Turk or Indian 
to judge of, who is but able to discern the difference be- 
tween wresting a text, and giving it an easy and natural 
interpretation, Nor do I see why a man may not be as 
certain of the construction of Scripture in this article, 
from the words themselves, comparing Scriptures with Scrip- 
tures, as he may be of the sense of Homer or Aristotle, of 
Cicero or Cesar, in plain and clear passages. Never- 
theless, if over and above this any further light or strength 
may arise, from comparing Scripture and antiquity toge- 
ther, it is an additional advantage to our cause, such as 

! Rey. of Doctrine of Eucharist, Introd. Works, vol. vii. p, 4, 
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we are thankful for, and constantly make use of. All 
kinds of evidences are useful ; and there is so much weak- 
ness generally in mankind, that we have no reason to 
throw aside any assistances given us for relief or remedy. 
Antiquity, therefore, superadded to Scripture, is what we 
sincerely value, and pay a great regard to..... St. 
Athanasius and St. Basil pleaded the same cause, and 
exactly in the same way, as we of the Church of England 
do. They appealed to Scripture first ; speaking for itself, 
and proving its own sense to the common reason of mankind, 
according to the just rules of grammar and criticism : after 
that, they referred also to the well-known faith of all the 
antient Churches, as superabundantly confirming the same 
rational and natural construction.” (pp. 254, 5.) 

“We allow that Scripture is plain in necessaries ; yea, it 
is WHAT WE URGE AND CONTEND FoR;” adding, “ while 
Scripture is plain, antiquity is plain also; and two plain 
things are better than one. . . . There is so much weak- 
ness commonly in human nature, and so much reluctance 
shown to the reception of divine truths, that we have need 
of all the plain things we can anywhere procure; and 
had we twenty more as plain as these, we could make use 
of them all; and, indeed, should be obliged to do so, lest 
otherwise we should be found guilty of despising the 
blessings of heaven.” “ We admit, as I before said, that 
Scripture is VERY PLAIN IN NECESSARIES.” “If they [i.e. 
antient monuments] were all lost, burnt, or otherwise ex- 
tinguished, our Scripture proof, supposing Scripture itself 
to want no proof, would stand firm without them; but 
when we have the antients to compare with Scripture, 
and know that, in the very nature of the thing, they 
ought to tally with each other; the antients now, of con- 
sequence, must be either a very strong confirmation as to 
any doctrines held for articles of faith, or as strong an 
objection. They are considerable disadvantages where 
they run counter, and as considerable advantages where 
they favour.” (pp. 284—8.) 

As it respects the subject of the fifth position, I can find 
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but two incidental allusions to it; but as they might seem 
to favour the view opposed in this work, I subjoin them. 

The first respects the Canon of Scripture, and inti- 
mates that we receive the testimony of the antient Fathers 
as proof “ with respect to the Canon of Scripture,” (p. 271.) 
which we allow; though we add that it is not the only 
argument, not the whole proof, we have for it. 

The other respects the doctrine of the inspiration of 
Scripture, and is as follows. “ Even common Christians,” 
he says, “do enjoy the benefit of it [i. e. antiquity], if not 
at first hand, yet at the second, third, or fourth... . 
How do they know, for instance, that Scripture is the 
word of God? They know it immediately or proximately 
from their proper guides, or other instructors; who, in the 
last resort, learn it from the antients.” (pp. 286, 7.) That 
Dr. Waterland, however, meant by this, that we believe 
that Scripture is the word of God, solely and entirely, be- 
cause the antients tell us that it is so, no impartial reader 
of his works will, I think, conclude. At any rate, it affects 
not his testimony with regard to the more material points 
of the system under review, which are included in the 
former positions. 

We come now to the last on Mr. Keble’s list, with 
whose testimony we shall, as proposed, close our counter 
appeal to his witnesses, viz. 


Bisuop Van Miuperr. 


On the extract given by Mr. Keble no further re- 
mark seems to be necessary (as there is nothing in it in 
which we do not fully concur) than to ask how it is that 
a writer, who is acknowledged to have made the follow- 
ing remark, (occurring in that extract,) can be quoted as 
advocating the views of the Tractators. “We do not 
claim for them [i. e. the Fathers] . . . any absolute au- 
thority as Scripture interpreters. The appeal still lies 
from them, as from all other religious instructors, to that 
word itself, which was no less their rule of faith, than it is 
ours. 
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Mr. Keble’s extract is taken from the Bishop’s Bamp- 
ton Lectures, entitled, “An Inquiry into the general 
principles of Scripture-interpretation ;” and to this work 
I shall confine myself in the passages I am now about to 
give. 

On the subject, then, of the first, second, and third po- 
sitions, we have the following testimonies. 

“ Traditions, in the sense in which the observance of 
them is enjoined by the Apostles, are received by Pro- 
testants with as much reverence as by the Romish Church. 
For, according to the Apostolical usage of the word, the 
traditions enjoined to be observed are the doctrines and 
precepts delivered, whether orally or in writing, by the 
Apostles themselves. ‘Stand fast,’ says St. Paul to the 
Thessalonians, ‘and hold the traditions which ye have 
been taught, whether by word, or our Epistle,’ (2 Thess. 
ii. 15.) that is, whatever has been personally delivered to 
you by me either in preaching or in writing. Protestants” 
do not question the truth of the position, that the word 
of an inspired Apostle, whether written or unwritten, is 
to be regarded with entire deference ; since in whatever 
way the word of God be communicated to us, it has the 
same claim to our submission, provided we know that it 
proceeds from him. But here is the question from which 
the Romanist hus no escape, Can after ages have the same 
kind of assurance respecting the authenticity of the written 
and of the unwritten word? Wk CONTEND THAT THERE 
CANNOT NOW BE SUFFICIENT EVIDENCE OF THE AUTHEN- 
TICITY OF ANY SUCH UNWRITTEN TRADITIONS; AND THAT 
THEREFORE ON THE WRITTEN WORD ONLY WE CAN WITH 
SAFETY RELY. ON THIS GROUND THE SCRIPTURE IS 
MAINTAINED TO BE NOW THE ONLY RULE OF FAITH... . 
The Governors of the Church . . . record no intimation 
given by the sacred writers themselves that their oral 
communications were to be transmitted to succeeding 
generations, or promulgated by the Church as authentic 
documents. On this is founded the distinction between 
Scripture and unwritten tradition. The former is a 
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structure compact, and resting on an immovable basis ; 
the latter is composed of uncemented materials, anD UN- 
SUPPORTED BY ANY SOLID FOUNDATION.” (pp. 72—5.) 

Stating the general design of his Lectures, he says,— 
“ Tt is purposed to consider in the first place the moral 
qualification requisite for a right apprehension of the 
sacred word. An inquiry will then be instituted into the 
paramount authority of that word as the rule of faith anv 
ITS OWN INTERPRETER :! and in connexion with this will 
follow a consideration of the subsidiary means by which, 
subject to that authority, its interpretation must be sought.” 
(p. 22.) 

Again, on the text 1 Pet. iv. 11. “If any man speak, 
let him speak as the oracles of God,” he comments thus; 
—‘The necessity of a constant recurrence to first prin- 
ciples as a preventive of any deviation from truth is in no 
case more apparent than in the study of Holy Writ. For 
since the great foundation on which revealed religion is 
- established is an absolutely Divine authority, everything 
which tends to displace that its fundamental.basis will en- 
danger the whole system; and the consequences must be 
infinitely more injurious to the best interests of mankind 
than any similar violation of principles in matters of 
human science; according to the acknowledged maxims, 
that the worst of abuses is the abuse of that which is best 
in itself, and that no truth can be made more certain than 
by sufficient evidence that it proceeds from God. The 
Apostolical injunction in the text evidently rests upon the 
supposition of this supreme authority of Holy Scripture as 
the rule of faith AND THE INTERPRETER OF ITS OWN DOC- 
TRiINE, ‘If any man speak, let him speak as the oracles 
ot God ;’ let him, both as to the doctrine and the interpre- 
tation, be careful to advance nothing contrary to those 


1 Compare with this the following passage in Mr. Newman’s Lectures ;— 
“« This is the Anglican principle; we do not profess to judge of Scripture in 
greater matters by itself, but by means of an external guide,”’ that external 
guide being “ the early Church.”—Newm. p. 183. 
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Sacred Oracles, nothing that may bring into competition 
with them authority of a different hind. But, however 
indisputable the principle may appear on which this in- 
junction is founded, it is not only continually violated 
through ignorance or inadvertency, but a very great por- 
tion of the errors and corruptions prevalent in the Chris- 
tian world evidently spring from systems virtually, if not 
formally, opposed to it; from maintaining the necessity of 
some ulterior tribunal of appeal for the decision of contro- 
versies, and for framing unerring standards of interpreta- 
tion. Besides the moral dispositions, therefore, already 
shown to be requisite in the search after spiritual know- 
ledge, it is necessary to determine this great preliminary 
question, Whether there be any authority paramount or 
even equivalent to the Sacred Word, which either as 
jointly connected with it, or as its judicial superior, may 
claim our unreserved obedience? If there be any such, the 
sincere inquirer after truth must submit to its pretensions. 
If there be not, to admit such pretensions is not only 
superfluous but dangerous ; as derogating from the autho- 
rity which possesses the rightful claim. Upon this head, 
St. Peter’s admonition might be deemed decisive, and 
there are other texts of Scripture which ought to place it 
beyond dispute.” (pp. 57—9.) And, in reply to the ob- 
jection of “the Romanist,” that “the Scriptures cannot 
be deemed an infallible rule to the unlearned who read 
them in translations only ... and there is besides so 
much inherent obscurity in the original itself, as to require 
some authoritative and infallible interpreter to render it 
an unerring standard of truth,’ he says,—“ Let us con- 
sider the question as we are wont to do in the case of a 
work of merely human authority. Were the purpose 
simply to ascertain the sense of such a work, that sense— 
whatever helps might be found useful for its illustration— 
would be sought for in the work itself, and the book be in- 
terpreted as far as possible in conformity with its own de- 
clared principles.” (p. 68.) “The full and clear inter- 
pretation of these [i. e. spiritual] truths . . . is to be ob- 
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tained by faithfully comparing together whatever the 
word of God has made known to us concerning ‘spiritual 
things, —things above the reach of our natural faculties, 
and of which we can otherwise obtain no certain or satis- 
factory information. This principle of interpreting Scrip- 
ture by Scripture is what theologians call the analogy of 
faith.” (pp. 179, 80.) “ Whatever be the authority that 
assumes a power to determine, suo jure, the sense of 
Scripture .... THAT AUTHORITY ITSELF, IF ITS RIGHT 
BE ADMITTED, BECOMES THE RULE OF FAITH, AND VIR- 
TUALLY SUPERSEDES THE OTHER.” (p. 72.) “If we bear 
in mind that whatever was once immediately communicated 
to the Sacred Writers by Divine inspiration, has been in 
effect mediately communicated through them to the rest of 
mankind, so that they having been ‘ taught of God, we also 
have by their instrumentality been taught of him, we shall 
perceive that nothing more is wanting to the entire fulfil- 
ment of his promises, than that we should faithfully abide 
by the written word as THE~EXCLUSIVE RULE OF FAITH.” 
(p. 94.) “<‘If any man speak,’ says the Apostle, ‘let him 
speak as the oracles of God;’ let him found his doctrine 
on the word of God, let him search there for what he in- 
tends to deliver as sacred truth; let his first inquiry and 
his last appeal be directed to that Fountain of heavenly 
wisdom. In opposition to this principle, different maxims 
have been inculcated by different parties. If any man 
speak, says the Papist, let him speak as the oracles of the 
Church ; according to PRIMITIVE TRADITIONS, to GENERAL 
Councits, or to the Pope’s Decretals ; whose decisions are 
infallible. ..... If any man speak, says the self-called 
Rationalist, let him speak as the oracles of reason... . . 
if any man speak, says the Fanatic, let him speak as the 
oracles of the inward light... . With these several 
parties the sound ScripruraL CuristiAn ' has to contend 
in maintaining the supreme authority of the oracles of God. 
Upon the genuine principles of the Protestant reformation 


1 Compare with this Mr. Newman’s observations in his Lectures, pp. 
29], 2. 


796 DOCTRINE OF CHURCH OF ENGLAND 


.... he has to establish this main foundation of revealed 
religion.” “ But, [as he justly adds, giving a caution which 
should never be kept out of sight in this matter,] if, in 
resisting the claims of these opponents, he hastily con- 
elude that all the oracles which they reverence are to be 
despised as nothing worth, he will soon find himself on 
untenable ground. To deny to them that secondary rank 
to which they are entitled, and to reject them even as 
auxiliaries in the interpretation of Scripture, must be in- 
jurious to the truth itself” (pp. 98—100.) But at the 
same time how completely he discards the idea of abso- 
lute authority being vested anywhere but in the Scrip- 
tures appears from the following remarks :—* In this 
respect private judgment stands upon a similar footing 
with Church-authority. Both must submit to the word 
of God, and neither may assume a right over the other, 
contrary to that word. The individual may not conform 
to the Church in opposition to Scripture; the Church 
may not allow the departure of her members from what 
Scripture declares to be necessary to salvation. As the 
obedience required on the one hand is conditional, so is 
the right conferred on the other. Both are limited by 
the obedience due to the Supreme Power ; both are 
equally subject to Him who ‘ruleth over all” The re- 
sponsibility, therefore, on either side is great.” (p. 111.) 
And in.a note on this passage he adds, “This is certainly 
a point of great nicety and of difficult adjustment. Ir ir 
BE ASKED, WHAT IS TO BE DONE WHEN THE INDIVIDUAL 
THINKS THE DOCTRINE OF THE CHURCH EVIDENTLY UN- 
SCRIPTURAL IN ESSENTIAL POINTS, AND THE CHURCH FoR- 
BIDS HIM TO DEPART FROM 1T,—WHETHER HE OUGHT 
NOT IN THAT CASE TO DEPART FROM IT?—THE ANSWER 
MUST SURELY BE IN THE AFFIRMATIVE. (p. 341.) 

The following passage seems peculiarly full and ex- 
plicit, and clearly to make Scripture the only source of 
all religious truth. 


' The reader may compare with this the observations of Mr. Newman on 
this subject, pp. 160 and 320, 
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“The expressions used by the sacred writers, whether 
of the Old or New Testament, in speaking of the word of 
God, evidently go to the extent of asserting its perfection 
in itself, and its sufficiency for those on whom it was be- 
stowed. The appeal to it also, whenever such appeal is 
made either by our Lord or his Apostles, is no less clearly 
grounded on the supposition that it was sufficient for the 
conviction and satisfaction of the persons‘ whom they ad- 
dressed. The Old Testament was sufficient to bring the 
Jews to the knowledge of the Messiah when he should 
appear, and to the reception of the Gospel when it should 
be promulgated to them. The Jews whom our Lord con- 
versed with are considered on this ground as without 
excuse. The persons to whom the Apostles addressed 
their discourses or writings are also pressed by them 
with arguments drawn from the Scriptures then extant, 
which are always appealed to as fully sufficient to enable 
them to judge of the reasoning set before them. What 
writings of the New Testament, whether Gospels or 
Epistles, might be in circulation among the primitive 
Christians at the time when these references to Scripture 
were made, it is not material to inquire. Their gradual 
increase arose out of the immediate exigences of the 
Church ; and so long as the Evangelists and Apostles 
lived, accessions were made to the written word; and by 
the good providence of God so many of them as might be 
necessary for the edification of the Church in after times, 
have been preserved and transmitted from generation to 
generation. The argument therefore stands thus: that 
if the fewer portions of Holy Writ then extant; if the 
Old Testament alone, or accompanied with only certain 
portions of the New, were spoken of by the inspired 
preachers of that day as full, perfect, and sufficient for 
general edification, we may with unhesitating confidence 
affirm the same, car’ édoxnv, of the entire collection as it 
now exists. Nay, we may no less confidently argue, that, 
since no evidence is adduced, nor even pretended, that 
there are any other books now extant, stamped with the 
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same seal of Divine authority, we have, in the very cessa- 
tion of these extraordinary means of instruction, an in- 
dubitable token of the Divine purpose in this respect. 
We learn from it that God in his infinite wisdom designed 
these to be a complete, entire, and sufficient revelation of 
his will, without any ulterior communications of a similar 
kind. Nothing can invalidate this conclusion but clear 
evidence from Scripture itself that unwritten traditions 
were afterwards to be admitted as supplementary to the 
Sacred Writings, and to be placed upon the same level 
with them in point of authority.” (pp. 321], 2.) 

And that he intended to include in these remarks 
points of practice as well as of faith, is sufficiently evident, 
by the following extract he has given from De Moor, as 
illustrative of his meaning. “ Tradit Scriptura res Reli- 
gionis perfecte et sufficienter. Bellarminus, lib. iv. De 
Verbo Dei, cap. 4. probare satagit, Quod Scripture non 
omnia ita contineant ut sufliciant ipse sine alia traditione, 
vide tom. i. Controv. col. 211. Nos ex adverso tenemus 
Seripture perfectionem, per quam illa sola sit regula 
totalis et adequata fidei et morum.” (p.319.; and see a 
similar extract from Dr. Waterland, p. 309.) 

On the subject of the fourth position we have the fol- 
lowing testimony. 

« ¢The faith once delivered to the saints’ was com- 
mitted to writing by the Sacred Penmen, that we might 
believe ‘ through their word. Nothing, therefore, is now 
necessary, but to bring to their elucidation the best human 
attainments, moral and intellectual, together with those ordi- 
nary aids of the Holy Spirit which the great author and 
finisher of our faith has promised to them who sincerely 
seek the truth.” (pp. 91, 2. ed. 1815.) 

Speaking of the erroneous pretensions to authoritative 
interpretation set up on behalf of tradition, human reason, 
and private illumination, he says,—* They all proceed on 
a supposition that there is some wmperfection or insuffi- 
ciency in the Scriptures, which is to be supplied by one or 
other of these infallible remedies. In these false concep- 
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tions of the subject each is equally reprehensible. ach 
confounds what ought to be carefully distinguished, the 
obscurity of the doctrines revealed in Scripture with the 
obscurity of Scripture itself ; as if a doctrine might not be 
laid down in a clear and distinct manner, although it be in 
itself above the full comprehension of the human faculties, 
Each is also equally defective in the remedy it proposes. 
For it is not oral tradition nor human infallibility, if such 
were to be found, nor the utmost perfection of human 
reason, nor such illuminations as enthusiasts rely upon, 
that can throw more light upon the doctrines than the 
Scriptures have already shed upon them. The same insur- 
mountable barriers betwixt Divine and human knowledge 
will still remain, and by faith alone will the doctrines be 
received.” (p. 95.) ‘A reputed saying of rabbinical 
writers, that ‘ there is no difficulty in their Law of which 
the Law itself does not afford a solution,’ is applicable to 
the Scriptures in general, both of the Old and New Testa- 
ment.” (pp. 190, 1.) And hence he presses upon the 
reader the importance of interpreting Scripture by itself. 
“« Difficulties,” he says, “ are to be removed in the first 
place by the help of Scripture itself.” (p. 191. See the 
whole of Sermon 6, pp. 177, &s.) 

“The Bible, though often profound and mysterious in 
its subject, does for the most part propose its truths in 
terms adapted to general apprehension.” (p. 218.) 

Speaking of the doctrines of the unity of the Godhead, 
the co-existence and co-equality of the Son and the Holy 
Spirit with the Father, and the union of the divine and 
human nature in the person of our Lord, he says,—“* To 
a plain unprejudiced reader they are all indeed so evidently 
contained in Scripture, that were they not accompanied 
with acknowledged difficulties in reconciling them with each 
other, they would probably be universally received.” (p. 210.) 
And instead of endeavouring to account for the prevalence 
of heresies and divisions in doctrine on fundamental 
points, from any obscurity in the word of God respecting 
them, he traces them at once to their true cause. “ The. 
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main source,” he says, “ of all contentions respecting the 
sense of Scripture on points of fundamental importance, 
may be traced to a reluctance, on one side or the other, to 
renounce prepossessions militating against an entire recep- 
tion of the truth. Men are led by partiality to their own 
opinions, or undue deference to those of others, not only 
to irreconcileable dissensions among themselves, but even- 
tually to a departure from the plain and obvious meaning 
of the word of God.” (p. 49.) 

And finally he quetes, as illstrative of his views, the 
following, among other, passages. 

From Bandinel’s Bampton Lectures as follows,—“ The 
doctrines of Christianity are laid down in Scripture with a 
plainness and BenSPICHAg sufficient and satisfactory to every 
well-disposed mind.” (p. 300.) 

From Glassii Philol. Sacr. the following,—* Omnis 
fidet articulus in Scripturis alicubt ex professo propriis et | 
perspicuis verbis est expositus, que illius articuli propria 
quasi sedes et domicilium est. Vthil est obscure dictum in 
Scripturis quod spectet ad fidem vel mores, quod non pla- 
nissime dictum sit in aliis locis.” (p. 396.) The italics are 
the bishop’s. 

And from Dr. Waterland he remarks, that “ most of 
the abuses with regard to the interpreting of Scripture, 
when traced up to their fountain-head, will appear to 
have been owing to this, that some will fancy the plain 
and obvious sense unreasonable or absurd, when it really 
is not; and will thereupon obtrude their own surmises, 
conjectures, and prejudices, upon the word of God. 2 
(p. 404.) 

On the subject of the fifth position we have the follow- 
ing testimony ;— 

“ The Canon of Scripture was determined by the 
Church upon evidence of its genuineness and authen- 
ticity ; and to this the Church bears witness. The truth 
of Scripture rests on other grounds; on the ‘ witness of 
God’ as well as ‘ the witness of men.’” (pp. 75, 6.) 
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I conclude the whole with the following decisive testi- 
mony of this last witness. 

“'THE DEFERENCE WHICH THE Barnes ALWAYS PAID 
To THE Hoty Scriptures as THE SOLE AUTHO- 
RITATIVE RULE OF FAITH, 1s surrictenr ro 
GUIDE US IN THE DEFERENCE WHICH THEY WOULD HAVE 
ADMITTED TO BE DUE TO THEMSELVES.” (P- 344.) 


Such, then, are the sentiments of the prineipal divines 
to whom Mr. Keble has referred as supporting his views 
of tradition ; sentiments expressed in many cases, as we 
have seen, in the very works from which Mr. Keble has 
taken his extracts. 

Mr. Newman is in precisely the same situation with 
Mr. Keble in this respect. Having interspersed in his 
Lectures several quotations from Taylor, Stillingfleet, 
Waterland, and Van Mildert, and applied them to the 
support of his views, he draws the conclusion that his 
“view of catholic tradition” is “ received from and 
maintained by our great divines,” and very coolly adds, 
“ Tf it could be proved contrary to anything they have 
elsewhere maintained, this would be to accuse them of 
inconsistency, which I leave to our enemies to do.” 
(p. 318.) Now if, as this sentence seems to intimate, 
Mr. Newman was conscious that they had elsewhere main- 
tained views contrary to his, it would not only have been 
but fair in him to have stated as much, but have afforded 
sufficient ground for doubt whether he had not misinter- 
preted their views in the passages he has quoted. Their 
statements, when taken as a whole, are perfectly self- 
consistent ; and I am not at all fearful of being reckoned 
their enemy, for having shown them to be opponents of 
the system under review. 

Am I, then, speaking too strongly when I say, that 
the Tractators, instead of boasting any longer of the sup- 
port to be found for their system in the works of our most 
learned and able divines, are bound to explain how it is 
that they have been so far misled as ever to make such 
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aclaim. I am far from asserting that there has been 
any intentional misrepresentation of the views of those 
quoted; much. allowance is to be made for a prejudiced 
eye and imperfect information; but that they have been 
misrepresented is, I suppose, placed beyond contradic- 
tion, by the extracts which have just been given. In 
whatever way, then, we may be enabled to account for 
it, certain it is that truth has been sacrificed, and lie 
authority. of great names pleaded in behalf of a system 
in no respect entitled to such protection. Nor is it pos- 
sible to acquit those who had the means of information 
open to them, of culpable neglect in not ascertaining the 
real state of the case, in a matter of such importance, 
before they made use of the names of our most learned 
and esteemed divines as supporters of doctrines which 
they have expressly repudiated. 


THE END. 
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